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SENATE-Friday, January 11, 1991 

January 11, 1991 

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Honorable THOMAS A. 
DASCHLE, a Senator from the State of 
South Dakota. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Except the Lord build the house, they 

labour in vain that build it: except the 
Lord keep the city, the watchman waketh 
but in vain.-Psalm 127:1. 

Father in Heaven, the burden of deci
sion is awesome, the implications are 
overwhelming. As Congress bears its 
burden, literally millions of Americans 
have mobilized for prayer. For this we 
thank Thee. Save us, Lord, from an at
titude so secular that we leave no room 
for an eternal God to intervene. As the 
Senators struggle with this awful re
sponsibility, grant them grace to make 
room in their minds and hearts for a 
God who understands, who loves, who 
cares, and who has not uncommonly, in 
times past, overruled the plans and the 
schemes of the most powerful leaders. 
Touch each life in this body with spe
cial wisdom and grace for these hours. 

We ask this in the name of the Prince 
of Peace. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempo re [Mr. BYRD]. 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, January ll, 1991. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provision of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable THOMAS A. DASCHLE, a 
Senator from the State of South Dakota, to 
perform the duties of the Chair. 

RoBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. DASCHLE thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem
pore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The majority leader is recog
nized. 

(Legislative day of Thursday, January 3, 1991) 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, and 

Members of the Senate, in a moment 
debate will resume on the Persian Gulf 
crisis. Under the consent agreement 
obtained last evening, the resolution 
which I offered yesterday in behalf of 
Senators NUNN, BYRD, PELL, BOREN, 
MITCHELL and LEVIN, later cosponsored 
by many other Senators, is on the cal
endar, and I intend to move to proceed 
to that resolution today, as I notified 
the distinguished Republican leader 
last evening. 

I also advised the Republican leader 
again, as I have previously in several 
discussions and as I have stated pub
licly, that it is my hope and my inten
tion that the Senate can complete ac
tion on this matter tomorrow. 

I believe that we ought to have a full 
and open debate. We had a lengthy day 
of such debate yesterday. I anticipate 
another one today, and I hope that we 
could continue the debate and com
plete action by voting on tomorrow. 

As all Senators know but most Amer
icans do not, under the rules of the 
Senate I cannot fix a time for voting 
unilaterally, since under Senate rules 
each Senator has the right to speak for 
as long as he or she wishes, and, since 
under those same rules any Senator 
may offer any number of amendments 
that he or she wishes, the only way in 
which we can fix a time for voting is by 
unanimous consent, or, should the Sen
ate as a whole decide to invoke cloture 
and terminate debate, then ultimately, 
at some point thereafter 
indeterminative as of now, there could 
be votes. 

I hope that we do not have a fili
buster. I hope that no Senator chooses 
to invoke his or her rights under the 
rules to delay or prevent voting. That 
is possible, and of course it is under
standable under the rules and has oc
curred in the past. I do not believe that 
is the course of action we should take 
in this instance. I think each Senator 
has a right to express his or her views 
both in statements and in votes and 
the American people have a right to 
know where each of us stands on this 
important issue. 

So I repeat that it remains my hope 
and my intention that we can reach an 
agreement and vote on these matters 
tomorrow. I will continue to pursue 
such an agreement with the Republican 
leader and others of my colleagues and 
will keep Senators advised throughout 
the day of our progress in that regard. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

ORDER PERMITTING SENATORS TO 
SPEAK 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order there 
will now be a period in which Senators 
are permitted to speak. The Chair rec
ognizes the Senator from New Mexico. 

THE PERSIAN GULF CRISIS 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 

today in strong support of the joint 
resolution proposed by the majority 
leader and many of my colleagues. It is 
a resolution which I certainly add my 
name to as a cosponsor, which I believe 
is rooted in strength and in patience 
and in an awareness of the true costs of 
war. 

On the morning of November 8, be
fore the President announced later 
that day that he intended to essen
tially double the size of our forces in 
the Persian Gulf, I wrote to the Presi
dent expressing my view that the 
American people would not support of
fensive military action until all other 
efforts had been exhausted. In hearings 
held by the Armed Services Committee 
in late November and December, I 
heard nothing that would change that 
opinion. 

Please understand, Mr. President, 
that if my view on this issue is rejected 
and if the Congress and the President 
decide to proceed with military action 
beginning on or after January 15, then 
I will support funding to ensure that 
we prevail in that military action. As a 
Member of the Senate I have a respon
sibility to express my convictions on 
the question of whether this country 
should go to war at this time. 

However, if the decision is made to 
go to war, then I also believe strongly 
that I and all of us must join together 
to do all in our power to ensure vic
tory. 

We all agree that Iraq demonstrated 
an outrageous and an unacceptable dis
regard for international law when it in
vaded Kuwait on the 2d of August. And 
we also agree that Iraq must withdraw 
from Kuwait. 

But I am not convinced, especially 
after hearing the expert testimony of a 
dozen defense and national security 
specialists who appeared before the 
Armed Services Committee. I am not 
convinced that offensive military ac
tion is the correct course to accom
plish that goal at this time. In fact, I 
have come to believe the exact oppo
site. That is, that a rush to action 
would be imprudent, it would be un
wise, and it would involve unnecessary 

•This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 



January 11, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 779 
costs, chief among them the unneces
sary loss of human life. 

In both the short and the long term, 
offensive military action soon after 
January 15 creates some disturbing re
sults for which we as a nation are not 
yet prepared. Some will portray this as 
an argument or a debate between using 
force now and never using force, but 
that is clearly not the case. I believe 
the most appropriate action for the 
United States at this time is to main
tain the international sanctions and 
trade embargo and to pursue a diplo
matic solution while maintaining the 
credible threat of force in the future. 

I supported the President's initial de
ployment of troops to Saudi Arabia. 
After the August 2 invasion of Kuwait 
there were very real fears that Saddam 
Hussein might order his troops to in
vade Saudi Arabia and other Persian 
Gulf states. By his own account, the 
President's objectives at that time 
were defensive. The troops, he said, 
were intended to fortify the defense of 
our Saudi allies and to draw a line 
across which Saddam Hussein dare not 
step. 

To date that line has not been 
crossed, and we and our allies have suc
ceeded in that stated objective. So, too, 
the President has succeeded in building 
an international coalition against 
Iraq's seizure of Kuwait and in obtain
ing release of all foreign hostages. We 
now have an impressive array of coun
tries, including Arab countries, who 
are committed to isolating Saddam 
Hussein and constricting his ability to 
hold on to Kuwait. The United Nations 
itself has approved an unprecedented 12 
resolutions against Iraq, including only 
the third international economic em
bargo in its history. 

In these efforts the President has 
been successful and I have supported 
him. But I believe the President has 
erred in recent months as he narrowed 
his options and imposed an artificial 
deadline on our own actions. Time is 
on our side if we have the patience to 
use it. It is not on Saddam Hussein's 
side. 

It became apparent in November the 
President had changed his strategy. No 
longer were our troops in Saudi Arabia 
for defensive purposes. On November 8 
the President ordered our Armed 
Forces in the Middle East nearly dou
bled, from 230,000 to 430,000. This was 
accompanied by talk not only of re
moving Iraqi forces from Kuwait but 
also of removing Saddam Hussein from 
power, removing his current and poten
tial control over weapons of mass de
struction and, in late November, in the 
President's search in the United Na
tions for an authorization to use force, 
he joined in creating an artificial dead
line, January 15, which now seems to 
be driving our entire policy in this 
crisis. 

Let me cite four reasons that I op
pose the use of force at this time. First 

I believe that economic sanctions need 
more time to work. To expect that 
they would succeed in only weeks or a 
few months is nothing less than naive. 
Former National Security Adviser 
Brzezinski stated recently before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
"Sanctions are not a blunt instrument 
for promptly achieving total surren
der." The entire intent of sanctions is 
to deny Iraq any benefit from its sei
zure of Kuwait and at the same time to 
reduce Saddam's ability and his will to 
continue the lawless occupation of Ku
wait. If history is any indication, sanc
tions can work. 

In a recent study by the Institute for 
International Economics, a study of 115 
cases of sanctions being imposed since 
early in this century, success was 
achieved 40 times. Iraq is particularly 
vulnerable, since its economy is de
pendent on oil exports which have been 
totally cut off. It has only recently 
concluded a bloody 10-year war with 
Iran. Obviously that is no guarantee of 
success in this case. But I pose this 
question: What do we have to lose by 
waiting? 

The current U.N. sanctions are easily 
the most far reaching ever imposed on 
any single nation by anyone. Even if 
they do not work in all respects, Sad
dam Hussein, with his borders sealed 
off against all but minor smuggling 
and with a finite reserve of supplies 
with which to feed his people and his 
war machine, is likely to be weaker 
months from now than he will be on 
January 15. 

A second reason that we should not 
resort to force at this time is that just 
as we need more time to see if sanc
tions will work, we also need more 
time to pursue a diplomatic resolution 
of the crisis. The failed talks in Geneva 
Wednesday clearly are not the end of 
diplomatic efforts. The Secretary Gen
eral of the United Nations is on his 
way to Iraq at this very moment. 

France and other European allies 
have indicated the desire to pursue fur
ther diplomatic initiatives. Algeria has 
also been active in facilitating a dialog 
among Arab nations. These and any 
other initiatives by the international 
community must be allowed to run 
their course. We should not underesti
mate our ability to accomplish the 
goal of forcing Saddam Hussein out of 
Kuwait through peaceful means. We 
should not prejudge the outcome of 
sanctions. And we should not prejudge 
efforts to resolve this crisis peacefully. 

A third reason for us to stop short of 
a declaration of war at this time is the 
enormous loss of life that may well re
sult if war begins. Secretary Baker has 
said repeatedly that if we commence a 
military action it will be "sudden, 
massive, and decisive." 

I would only add that it will also be 
catastrophic and that we must expect 
that the loss of human life will be sub
stantial. Many in the administration 

and even some in Congress appear to be 
convinced that if we attack now the 
ensuing war will be short and will re
sult in minimal U.S. casualties. But 
others, whose opinions I respect, con
clude that while that is a possible out
come, it is equally or more likely that 
casualties could be significant and that 
the fighting could drag on. 

I do not know how long a war with 
Iraq would last. I do know that vir
tually everything in human experience 
takes longer than it is expected to 
take. History is replete with wars 
which proved to be longer and more 
costly in human life than their instiga
tors expected. 

The Germans, the Italians, and the 
Japanese made that fatal mistake in 
their planning of the actions which led 
to the Second World War. We ourselves 
learned this tragic lesson in the Civil 
War. 

The fourth reason that a declaration 
of war would be premature at this time 
is the potential cost of early military 
action to the stability of that region 
and to the U.S. role in that region. 
Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, Admiral Crowe, who has been 
quoted here many times by many Sen
ators, in his excellent testimony to the 
Armed Services Committee stated, 
"Posturing ourselves to promote sta
bility for the long term is our primary 
national interest in the Middle East 
* * * the United States initiating hos
tilities could well exacerbate many of 
the tensions * * * and further polarize 
the Arab world." 

President Bush himself has stated 
that one of our main goals in this crisis 
is restoring stability and security to 
the region. The obvious question is will 
early military action promote stability 
in the region, and I have grave doubts. 
Can we realistically expect our Arab 
allies to remain with us, once we begin 
a mass assault against Iraq? If we suc
ceeded in destroying Iraq's ability to 
wage war, how likely is it that other 
regional powers will try to fill that 
void? How much of a long-term mili
tary presence are we committing our
selves to maintain in Iraq, once the 
war is concluded? And what will be the 
reaction of other Arab countries to our 
continued long-term presence there? 

At some point offensive action may 
be necessary, but I believe these and 
other questions about the costs of 
early military action on the stability 
of the Middle East should be addressed 
before we decide that we have reached 
that point. Once in the war, these are 
the questions with which we will be im
mediately confronted. 

Mr. President, I would like to discuss 
very briefly the New World order that 
President Bush has referred to in the 
past few months. In an interview with 
Newsweek that appeared on November 
26, President Bush stated: 

We must not reward aggression * * *. The 
civilized world is now in the process of fash-
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ioning the rules that will govern the New 
World order beginning to emerge in the 
aftermath of the cold war. * * * If the world 
looks the other way in this first crisis of the 
post-cold-war era, other would-be Saddams 
will conclude correctly that aggression pays. 
We must either be prepared to respond now 
or face a much greater set of challenges 
down the road. 

Mr. President, I also hope for a post
cold-war era of sustained peace, but I 
do not believe that aggression is now 
or in our lifetime will be a thing of the 
past. Believing that early offensive 
military action in this first crisis of 
the post-cold-war era will end aggres
sion is a basic misreading of human na
ture. I am not certain of what exactly 
the President means by a New World 
order, and I have questions about using 
this particular crisis as a model for fu
ture crises. 

While I agree that we must not re
ward aggression, I do not believe that 
rushing into war is the only way to 
keep from rewarding that aggression. I 
have grave doubts about the wisdom of 
predicating future world peace on a 
rush into war at this time. 

If a New World order is to prevail in 
the coming years, I am also concerned 
about the role the United States is to 
play in that New World order. Are we, 
the United States, to ensure that ag
gression anywhere in the globe is 
stopped? Will this responsibility fall to 
us since the United States is the only 
country in the world which has a mili
tary capability to achieve this? Cer
tainly, no other country could under
take and sustain the mobilization of 
forces that we have accomplished over 
the last 5 months. 

Is our role that of the enforcer of this 
New World order? 

I also have concerns about the roles 
that our allies should play in this New 
World order. Clearly, two of our closest 
allies-Japan and Germany-both 
stand to lose more from Saddam's ac
tion than we do because of their great
er dependence on Middle East oil, and 
clearly they have shown little commit
ment to involving themselves in mili
tary actions to punish his aggression. 

I am disappointed, as are many of my 
colleagues, by the lack of action by our 
allies in an operation which is clearly 
at least as much in their interest as it 
is in ours. I wonder how can the Amer
ican people be asked to sacrifice for 
this New World order when two of our 
closest and strongest allies are off pur
suing a world order of their own. 

I also have strong doubts that a rush 
to war against Iraq will get us to that 
New World order when many of the 
other members of our coalition are 
clearly reluctant to begin that war. 
Yet, uneasiness about war among the 
members of the United Nations and 
among our close allies leads me to be
lieve that offensive military action at 
this time would damage the world's 
ability to undertake international ef
forts in the future. I believe that the 

New World order, whatever that may 
prove to be, would be better served by 
continuing sanctions and diplomatic 
efforts. 

Two days ago, we saw the failure of 
talks between the United States Sec
retary of State and the Iraqi Foreign 
Minister in Geneva. Not only did we 
see the failure of talks, but the refusal 
of the Iraqi Foreign Minister to hon
estly address the issue of Iraq's inva
sion of Kuwait. The natural response of 
the American people is one of dis
appointment but also one of anger and 
of frustration, and the temptation for 
all of us is to bring U.S. military force 
to bear at this time. 

In my view, Mr. President, that 
course is not in the best interest of the 
American people or of the world com
munity. We should not allow our frus
tration and the lack of a clear path to 
prevent us from continuing to search 
for a peaceful solution. 

Many statesmen have been quoted 
during this debate and I am sure many 
will be in the next 2 days. One 
quotation I would like to bring to the 
attention of the Senate is a statement 
by Winston Churchill in his extensive 
writings. He said: 

Those who are prone * * * to seek sharp 
and clear-cut solutions of difficult and ob
scure problems * * * have not always been 
right. On the other hand, those whose incli
nation is to bow their heads, to seek pa
tiently and faithfully for peaceful com
promise, are not always wrong. On the con
trary, in the majority of instances they may 
be right not only morally but from a prac
tical standpoint. How many wars have been 
averted by patience and persisting good will! 

If all other means of obtaining Iraqi 
compliance with United Nations reso
lutions prove futile and a consensus is 
reached at home and abroad that mili
tary action is the only solution, then 
at that point, the President should 
come to Congress. He should request a 
declaration of war. At that point, I be
lieve the Senate would grant such an 
authorization. But we are not at that 
point today. I urge my colleagues to 
stop short of authorizing war. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I won

der if the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico might be willing to engage 
in a brief discussion with this Senator. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will be pleased to. 
Mr. SPECTER. I thank my good 

friend from New Mexico. He and I have 
worked closely during the course of the 
past 8 years during our joint tenure 
and worked very closely on the im
peachment case involving Judge Hast
ings that he chaired and I cochaired. I 
have a very high regard for Senator 
BINGAMAN, and I compliment him on a 
very well-reasoned presentation, not to 
say that I agree with all aspects of it, 
but I did with many aspects, especially 
his comment about the keen interest of 

Japan and Germany in Mideast oil and 
the failure of those 2 countries to as
sume a fair burden, and the thrust of 
his contention that others of our allies 
have not done a fair share. 

But the point that I would like to 
discuss very briefly this morning-and 
I intend to make a more complete 
statement later this morning-turns on 
the consideration that Congress is giv
ing to those important issues at this 
time, January 11, 4 days from the Janu
ary 15 cutoff, contrasted with the con
sideration of these issues at an earlier 
time. 

I was interested to note that the dis
tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
commented that he had written the 
President on November 8 objecting to 
the increased use of force, or the in
creased allocation of force-strike the 
use of force, it was not used-but the 
increase of our force in Saudi Arabia, 
and that he also was concerned on No
vember 29 when the U.N. resolution was 
established fixing January 15, 1991, as 
the day after which force could be used. 

I had expressed yesterday on the Sen
ate floor my preference to allow eco
nomic sanctions to have lasted longer 
and not to have had a January 15 cutoff 
date, but said that it seemed to me 
that being in the posture we were in as 
of January 10, January 11, that it was 
much too late in the day to try to 
change U.S. foreign policy and rep
resentations and commitments which 
had been made by the President on be
half of the United States. Looking 
back to November is not useful in the 
sense of turning back the clock, but I 
think it does bear on what U.S. policy 
might be at some time in the future, 
and I think it also bears on the ques
tion as to whether it is appropriate and 
timely to change that policy today. 

When we assembled in mid-November 
to select our leaders, the distinguished 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR] took 
the initiative and proposed a special 
session. Many of us backed him up on 
that. As I know the Senator from New 
Mexico will recall, the majority leader 
and the Speaker of the House retained 
authority after adjournment to recon
vene the Congress on this issue, realiz
ing that that might be necessary. 

It seems to this Senator that Con
gress had the opportunity to reconvene 
in mid-November and express itself on 
a resolution objecting to the buildup of 
forces in Saudi Arabia and the change 
of posture from defensive to poten
tially offensive mode. Congress could 
have reassembled itself in late Novem
ber when we were on notice, as was the 
world, when the President was seeking 
a January 15 date in the United Na
tions resolution and was negotiating 
with the Soviets and the Chinese who 
were hard to deal with at that time, 
and the French and other members of 
the Security Council who were also not 
too easy to deal with at that time. 
Congress had the opportunity to come 
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into session in November and say we do 
not want an arbitrary day, we want to 
give sanctions an adequate opportunity 
to work-and there were some projec
tions at that time that they might 
take a year, as the distinguished Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] said yes
terday. 

I have two questions to propound to 
my colleague from New Mexico. The 
first is: Would it not have been far pref
erable for the Congress to have been 
convened shortly after the November 8 
deployment of additional forces, or 
sometime hopefully immediately be
fore the November 29 U.N. resolution, 
or at least shortly thereafter? And the 
second part which is related to the first 
part is: Is there not a prejudice to the 
President's position and substantial 
prejudice to the other members of the 
United Nations who have relied upon 
the President's position and the con
gressional silence thereby making it 
extremely difficult if not impossible to 
alter that key aspect of U.S. foreign 
policy today? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. In my view, there 
are several reasons we could go back in 
the last several months and say "It 
would be preferable if * * *." If we 
want to begin, it would have been pref
erable for the President to have ad
vised the leadership of Congress before 
deciding to essentially double the 
troop strength in the Middle East or 
Saudi Arabia. No such action was 
taken by the administration. It was 
not determined that this was some
thing that required consultation with 
Members of Congress. 

I think that would have certainly 
been preferable. Had that occurred, 
then I think it is very conceivable that 
the leadership of Congress would have 
seen there was a very major shift in 
U.S. strategy that was manifest in that 
decision to double our troop strength 
and that Congress did need to express 
itself. But the President chose not to 
do that. 

I point out also that as far as wheth
er we should be acting now, the Presi
dent has made it very clear repeatedly 
that he has not made a decision to use 
military force. Accordingly, I believe it 
is entirely appropriate and responsible 
for the Congress to be here carrying 
out its constitutional responsibility 
and giving its best advice to the Presi
dent and determining under the Con
stitution, as it is required to do, 
whether the use of force is required at 
this time. 

This is not second-guessing the Presi
dent's decision to use force. The Presi
dent has said he has not made that de
cision. He has set an arbitrary dead
line. The United Nations has set an ar
bitrary deadline after which they 
would like blanket authority to use 
force as they determine it is appro
priate. 

I, for one, am not willing to give 
them that blanket authority. I can un-

derstand why members of the United 
Nations might, because, quite frankly, 
they have much less to lose than the 
United States. Most of the troops en
gaged in this activity are U.S. troops 
and U.S. personnel. 

But clearly I think that this body, 
the Senate, is entirely in its rights and 
acting appropriately in dealing with 
this issue before a decision to use force 
is made. It is my clear understanding 
that that decision has not been made. 

Mr. SPECTER. I would disagree re
spectfully with my distinguished col
league that we are not second-guessing 
the President, for this reason: It is true 
that he has not said he will use force, 
but he wishes to have the option to use 
force. If the Congress adopts the Mitch
ell resolution, we will be denying him 
the option to use force. So that he has 
proceeded for a long period of time, at 
least from November 29, 1990, to Janu
ary 11, 1991, and has represented to the 
other members of the United Nations 
that he is in a position to carry out 
U.N. Resolution 678. He has in fact ex
pressed himself that he does not need 
congressional authority to use force in 
the Persian Gulf. 

My own reading of the Constitution 
is that authority from Congress is nec
essary, but there could be a situation if 
Congress sat back and did nothing, as 
it appeared for some time, and the Con
gress did not express itself, and then, 
given the subtleties of authority under 
the Constitution with the President as 
Commander in Chief and congressional 
inaction, that would have posed a dif
ferent issue. But if the Congress adopts 
the Mitchell resolution and says eco
nomic sanctions now, no force now, 
then it seems to me the Congress really 
is, to use the Senator's phrase, second
guessing the President. 

When the Senator from New Mexico 
says that it would have been preferable 
for the President to advise the Con
gress and consult in advance on the in
crease in force, I have to disagree 
sharply with that contention, for this 
reason: The Congress was on notice 
that the President intended to sharply 
increase U.S. forces in the Persian 
Gulf, on notice well in advance of the 
time that the first deployments were 
made, and in fact as of this moment all 
of the deployments have not yet been 
made. 

It would have been highly desirable 
had a series of meetings been held in 
advance. I am not saying that would 
not have been a good course. I believe 
that at least one Senator was called in 
advance. 

There is some controversy about hav
ing been given only a few hours', per
haps 2 hours' notice, but when we deal 
with matters of this moment it seems 
to this Senator that we do not, stick to 
niceties and say well, if the President 
did not give us formal notice and for
mal consultation, then we did not have 
a duty to come forward. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. That is certainly 
not my position, let me make it clear. 

Mr. SPECTER. Let me finish the 
thought and I will yield. It seems to me 
that once the Congress knows that the 
President is going to markedly in
crease forces in the Persian Gulf, to 
have an offensive posture, and the Con
gress disagrees with that, then the 
Congress ought to act immediately. 
And once the Congress knows the 
President is seeking a resolution from 
the United Nations and they were 
tough negotiations which lasted a long 
time before the U.N. resolution was 
adopted, the Congress had a duty to 
convene if it disagreed with that policy 
of limiting economic sanctions to Jan
uary 15 and putting on that date. 

So while I do agree with what the 
distinguished Senator from New Mex
ico has said about we could have had a 
lot of different policies in the past, I 
think this posture and this timing 
bears very heavily on the judgment we 
make today. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I would just respond 
by saying I am not suggesting there is 
some kind of formality that should 
have been followed. I am saying when 
the Congress adjourned there was no 
understanding on my part, and cer
tainly I do not know of any-I sit on 
the Armed Services Committee where 
we were briefed on a regular basis on 
this matter. I had no understanding 
that we were going to increase troop 
strength in the Middle East or in Saudi 
Arabia from 230,000 to 430,000 personnel. 
That was not contemplated at the time 
the Congress adjourned, in my view. 

If the President did have that in 
mind, he should have called in the 
leadership and said we have a major 
change in approach, a major change in 
strategy. Had he done that, then per
haps we would have had a different set 
of actions that followed. But what has 
followed has fallowed, and clearly the 
Congress is doing what it is required 
under our Constitution to do today, 
and that is meeting to debate whether 
we should go to war, whether we should 
use military action. 

I am persuaded that it is an entirely 
appropriate role for us. The President 
needs to listen to these debates, and 
the President needs to abide by the will 
of Congress on this. And the Congress 
needs to be in a position where, if cir
cumstances change-I do not know how 
this vote will come out; it is possible. 
Were the President to prevail and get a 
blanket authority to commence mili
tary action anytime after January 15, 
if that is the case, then a declaration of 
war will have been made, in effect. And 
certainly, I will support that decision. 

But if that is not the case, then the 
President, in my view, needs to pursue 
the course that this resolution sets 
out; that is, economic sanctions, pur
sue diplomatic efforts, continue to try 
to find a peaceful resolution of this 
matter. And when and if he determines 
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that is not in any way prormsmg, he 
can come back to Congress. Again, the 
Congress can consider the situation. 

Mr. SPECTER. I agree totally with 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico that the Congress is doing what 
it should do at this time. Better late 
than never. But on the merits, I think 
we would have had a very different pic
ture had we looked at it and were on 
notice about his intention to increase 
troop strength in the Mideast, in the 
Persian Gulf, and if we were on notice 
of his intention to have a military op
tion after January 15. 

I just think on the merits, it weighs 
very heavily against a peaceful resolu
tion at this time. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WIRTH). The Senator from Pennsylva
nia has the floor. 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in 1935--
Mr. JOHNSTON. Did the Senator 

yield for a question? 
Mr. SPECTER. I yield for a question. 
Mr. REID. If the Senator from Lou

isiana has any objection whatsoever-I 
have spoken previously to the Senator 
from Pennsylvania indicating that I 
was going to give a statement. If the 
Senator would rather I not do that-I 
would be happy to return the floor to 
the Senator from Pennsylvania and 
seek recognition on my own. 

Mr. SPECTER. I had thought the 
Senator from Nevada was interrupting 
for a question. But I did previously ad
vise, al though I was on the floor ear
lier, that I would yield to the Senator 
from Nevada for remaining statements, 
if that is his request. In any event, I 
now yield the floor. 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nevada. 
OUR ROLE IN RELATION TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in 1935 Italy 
invaded Ethiopia. Writing after the 
World War of which that invasion 
proved to be the opening shots, Win
ston Churchill reflected that 
Mussolini's designs were unsuited to 
the ethics of the 20th century, that 
they belonged to the Dark Ages and 
that such conduct was both obsolete 
and reprehensible. 

Both Italy and Ethiopia were mem
bers of the League of Nations. Church
ill called it a test case for that "instru
ment of world government upon which 
the hopes of all good men were found
ed." The league failed that test. It im
posed sanctions which Churchill noted 
merely stimulated the Italian war spir
it. 

Churchill, writing from the wisdom 
of years of greatness, said that Britain 
should have interposed her fleet and 
gone to war, if necessary. If ever, he 
said, "there was an opportunity of 
striking a decisive blow in a generous 

cause with the minimum of risk, it was 
here and now." 

Mr. President, it is again 1935 and a 
dictator has invaded Abyssinia. It is 
1932 and Japan has slashed into a help
less China. It is 1938 and Germany has 
goose-stepped into Czechoslovakia. 

Once again, Mr. President, a dictator 
is on the march. But this time the 
world is different. There is an effective 
world body, there are powers ready to 
take action on behalf of that body, and 
there is no countervailing threat to 
stay our hand. 

If it is necessary we are prepared and 
capable to act in the cause of preven
tion of aggression, justice for the weak 
and defenseless and, dare I say, free
dom and democracy. 

There are those among us Mr. Presi
dent, who say that Kuwait is a monar
chy, far from home and hardly worth a 
fight or the expenditure of resources, 
let alone the blood of one American 
soldier. The same might have been 
said, Mr. President, the same was said 
of China and Ethiopia. By the time the 
democracies decided to fight it was a 
very near thing. By the time America, 
over the vehement opposition of a 
strong body of isolationism, edged to
ward supporting the forces of democ
racy it was almost too late; for mil
lions of innocent men, women, and 
children it was too late. 

Mr. President, I hear whispers of 
those voices today. I hear in this 
Chamber the faint echo of men like 
Senator William Borah who believed 
that reality and a wide ocean de
manded that we look to our own de
fenses; that we abandon democracy 
outside this hemisphere as a lost cause. 

Mr. President, I remember as a young 
man, hearing John F. Kennedy tell this 
body and the Nation in his State of the 
Union Address that the mere absence 
of war is not peace. As long, Mr. Presi
dent, as one nation may subdue an
other free and independent state by 
force of arms there is no peace. As long 
as one nation may at will threaten to 
strike the cities of another and attack 
her civilians with poison gas and weap
ons of mass destruction, there is no 
peace. 

As long, Mr. President, as Iraq con
tinues to occupy, and pillage, and plun
der, and lay waste to Kuwait, as long 
as .the Iraqi Army continues to rape, 
and torture, and brutalize, and murder 
the people of that tiny land, for that 
long, Mr. President there is no peace. 

The question before this body today 
is an essential one of constitutional 
implications. May the President fulfill 
his role as Commander in Chief, and 
what is our role in relation to the 
President? 

I would say this to my fellow Sen
ators. Over the years I have served in 
Washington I have learned that one 
does not take military action by com
mittee. That is the duty, it was de-

signed by the Founding Fathers to be 
the job of our Chief Executive. 

We have a part as a body, most cer
tainly. If we disapprove of the action 
taken we may force its cessation by 
terminating funding. If we wish to halt 
an action in advance we may order 
that no funds be spent. We have the 
power to declare war. What we do not 
have is the power to make war. 

The President must be able to deal 
with foreign hostilities with a free 
hand; to use the diplomatic corps and 
the Marine Corps with equal facility, 
subject only to our power to force a 
halt to actions we deem contrary to 
the national interest. 

Mr. President, at this point and 
based on what we know about Saddam 
Hussein and the dark forces which rule 
Iraq, I do not believe that allowing the 
President to conduct a strong foreign 
policy is against that interest. Until he 
shows me otherwise I believe that 
George Bush, President of the United 
States, a man who has seen the face of 
war in person, will act with the utmost 
concern for protecting the lives of our 
service men and women. 

I urge the President, to spend money 
rather than lives, equipment rather 
than humanity, and to follow the tradi
tion we have always had in wartime, to 
never send a man where we can send a 
bullet. 

Before I close, Mr. President, I would 
like to address one other point. We 
have heard much over these past days 
and weeks about the failure of our al
lies to come to our support. Since I 
have quoted so much today from a 
British statesman, I would like to men
tion a special relationship, our alliance 
with Great Britain. 

It is an alliance which for 80 years 
has held firm, and which once again 
shows the unyielding bonds between 
our two peoples. There are 35,000 Brit
ish troops in the gulf; soldiers, sailors, 
and airmen a significant number of 
their overall military. They have 
placed themselves at America's dis
. posal, and under American command, 
to join us in the fight, and if necessary, 
to lay down their lives at our side. Mr. 
President, there can be no stronger or 
finer expression of brotherhood. 

Mr. President, I will close with an
other thought by Winston Churchill: 
''There is no merit in putting off a war 
for a year if when it comes, it is a far 
worse war and one much harder to 
win." 

Mr. President, all the evidence shows 
the Iraqis are stalling for time while 
they improve their defense and at
tempt to destroy our coalition. Delay 
will only strengthen their hands and 
harden their hearts. If sanctions are 
working, America can stay its hand. If 
sanctions are not enough, then let us 
strike while the coalition stands firm 
and our convictions and our morale are 
high. Let us achieve a clear-cut victory 
and get our troops out of the Middle 
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East before they become bogged down 
in interminable occupational duties. 
We cannot wait for the far worse war 
to come. The President must decide 
when to act. I believe the authority is 
his. He must act at a time to avoid 
that far worse war. 

I yield the floor. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR-SENATE JOINT 

RESOLUTION 1 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that during the 
consideration of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 1, regarding United States policy 
to reverse Iraq's occupation of Kuwait, 
Miss Katherine Magraw, a fellow with 
me, be accorded the privilege of the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Louisiana. 
GIVING A BLANK CHECK 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 
under the Constitution, the Congress 
has the power to declare war. On Janu
ary 8, the President of the United 
States asked for just that authority. 
What he has asked for has been de
scribed by the majority leader, and I 
think correctly so, as being a blank 
check, a carte blanche. There is no eu
phemism. It is, unadulterated, a re
quest to go to war. What this request is 
is the authority to put in the hands of 
the President not only the authority to 
go to war, but to determine the cir
cumstances under which he would exer
cise that power, as well as the timing 
as to when we would go to war. 

If you think the President ought to 
be given that authority, I submit that 
we ought to leave it in the hands of the 
President as to the circumstances and 
the timing, because, obviously, if we 
are going to go to war, we do not want 
to tell Saddam Hussein that tomorrow 
morning at 1 a.m. we are going to at
tack. You want to leave that question 
open. You also, I think, want to leave 
it to the President to decide those cir
cumstances, that is to say, if you think 
the President ought to be given the au
thority to go to war. 

Mr. President. the Nunn resolution 
asserts that the wisest course is to 
have the sustained application of sanc
tions. Much as agreed to by all sides in 
this debate. Everyone that I have heard 
speak will publicly and privately say 
that aggression cannot be rewarded, 
that Iraq must leave Kuwait. It has 
been said over and over again by the 
majority leader, as well as the leaders 
on the Republican side, that Iraq must 
leave Kuwait. But on the question of 
the authority to go to war, U.N. resolu
tion that the President requests is a 
yes that really means yes. And the 
Nunn resolution is a no that really 
means no. It is a question of yes and no 
on the question of whether we should 
go to war. So here we are in this very 
fateful debate determining whether the 

President shall really be given the au
thority to go to war. 

Since early November, I have spoken 
publicly all over my State, any chance 
I could get to speak in Washington and 
elsewhere, publicly and privately, the 
latest time being yesterday, urging 
that the sustained application of sanc
tions is the proper way to go. The rea
son I have said that is because I believe 
Iraq is uniquely vulnerable to sanc
tions. uniquely vulnerable to a block
ade. The flow of oil, as far as Iraq is 
concerned, has been hermetically 
sealed off so that almost no oil, other 
than a few truckloads here or there, 
moves in or out of Iraq. Saddam Hus
sein cannot sell his oil. Not only can he 
not sell Kuwaitis oil, he cannot sell his 
own oil. And the ability to sustain that 
kind of embargo, that kind of blockade, 
I believe, can be sustained over a long 
time. 

So, Mr. President, I believe that, over 
time. the economy of Iraq will atrophy, 
will shrink, and Iraq will go from a 
Third World country to a fourth world 
country. And whether or not they 
agree immediately to withdraw from 
Kuwait, considering the huge, $80 bil
lion external debt that Saddam Hus
sein has, by the time the embargo has 
a chance to work, then Iraq will no 
longer be a power. 

How long will it take? There is the 
rub, Mr. President. Because Iraq is ag
riculturally rich, militarily well sup
plied, the amount of time it would 
take, I believe, is a year, 18 months, 2 
years. Who knows how long it would 
take. I believe the sustained applica
tion over time will work. But the 
amount of time is the question. 

Are we in a position to wait long 
·enough to find out if it will work? Well, 
Mr. President, we are not now in a po
sition to do that. In order to have a 
sustained application of sanctions, 
then the 400,000 troops that we have 
now either in Saudi Arabia, or on the 
way to Saudi Arabia, are too many to 
sustain an embargo. There is abso
lutely no way that we can keep a force 
of that size sweating in the desert, 
called away from their jobs, and leave 
them there for a year or 18 months. It 
cost $30 billion for last year. For less 
than half a year, maybe 5 months, it 
cost $30 billion. We could not sustain 
that over a period of a year or two. 

We have a policy of no rotation, so 
all of these troops are there, both our 
troops and others, without rotation, 
staying in the desert. So, in order to 
give sanctions a chance, what we would 
have to do is bring home, 200,000 or 
300,000 troops. We would have to be 
willing and able to reintroduce those 
troops at a later stage, because, as the 
Nunn resolution says, we would be pre
pared, if the sanctions failed, to re
introduce those troops in order to use 
force at a later time. So we would have 
to be willing to do that. And in the 

meantime we would have to hold the 
alliance together. 

The question is, Can that be done? 
Can we actually bring home those 
200,000 to 300,000 troops, or whatever 
that magic number is? Can we hold the 
alliance together? And can we have 
that ability to reintroduce the troops 
at a later date in case they are needed, 
in case the sanctions do not finally 
work? 

Mr. President, reasonable minds can 
differ as to whether that could be pos
sible. I believe it could. I know the Sec
retary of State believes it could not, I 
know the Secretary of Defense believes 
that it cannot be done, because I have 
asked them both and they say no. I 
know the CIA says that sanctions will 
not work on the short term. So the 
question is, Can we do that which is 
necessary in order to make the sanc
tions work? 

The key fact in this whole debate is 
that the President of the United States 
believes sincerely, but strongly, that 
he cannot bring those troops home in 
order to let sanctions work. There is no 
other way to let sanctions work and to 
bring troops home, massively bring 
troops home, 200,000, 300,000 troops, be
cause that is what it is going to take to 
be able to let the sanctions work. How 
do I know the President believes that? 
Because he said so yesterday. I asked 
him directly and unequivocally. "Mr. 
President, if we convince you that 
sanctions can work can you bring 
troops home?" And he says absolutely, 
unequivocally "No." 

The reason he believes that, is that 
he believes that that decision was real
ly made back in November. You have 
had lives disrupted. You have had 
young students taken away 2 weeks be
fore exams. You have had doctors 
snatched from their practices, and law
yers and people in all walks of life, 
those in the National Guard, those in 
the Reserves, taken from their civilian 
occupations, put into the Army, or 
Navy, or Air Force, and sent to Saudi 
Arabia. 

That having been done, I believe the 
President believes that he cannot say: 
"Well, you know, I made a mistake. I 
made a decision to be ready to go to 
war back in November but now I am 
going to change my mind and send you 
all home and we are going to try sanc
tions." 

He believes that the alliance will not 
hold together during all of that time. 
He believes that the embargo may 
leak, that the blockade may leak, that 
they may build a pipeline to Iran in 
order to get oil out. That may or may 
not be correct. But he believes it. 

So, therefore, Mr. President, I believe 
the decision on sanctions for right or 
for wrong was made in November. It 
was made by the President. It was not 
made in consultation with the Con
gress of the United States but never
theless it was made. I believe the die is 
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cast. I believe that the question of war 
or peace lies in the hands of Saddam 
Hussein. Which leads us inexorably to 
the question of the day: Yes, or no, on 
the resolution to give the power to the 
President to go to war. That is what we 
are facing here. Do we vote yes or no 
on that power to go to war? 

Mr. President, my answer is yes. If, 
as I believe, the answer to war or peace 
lies with Saddam Hussein, if, as I be
lieve, the question of the applications 
of sanctions, the sustained application 
of sanctions was made in November, 
then if that is true, I believe that we 
must demonstrate the truth of that 
fact to Saddam Hussein, we must show 
maximum unity, because if it is in his 
hands to call off the war at any time, 
then the stronger the demonstration of 
force, of unity, of resolve, of power in 
the hands of the President of the Unit
ed States to go to war, then the better 
chance we have to avoid that war. 

Mr. President, I believe Saddam Hus
sein has colder ice water in his veins 
than most anybody the world knows or 
has known at any time. He has the 
power to call off that war. The last 
card he has to play is the Congress of 
the United States. I believe he thinks 
that on January 14, or maybe January 
15, he can tell the President that, yes, 
he will get out of Kuwait and it will 
not be too late, he will not have lost 
anything. 

Now whether or not he is waiting to 
find out what the Congress does in 
order to make that decision is some
thing we do not know and cannot 
know. But I think there is strong rea
son to suppose at least that he is wait
ing with · that cold ice water in his 
veins to the last possible time, hoping 
that the Congress will say to the Presi
dent: "You do not have the power to go 
to war," and that that window of op
portunity will close. 

What do I mean by the window of op
portuni ty? I mean the weather window, 
sometime between January 15 and the 
end of March, as Ramadan begins and 
the hot weather comes on; this attack 
must be made during that window. If 
he can get past that then he is home 
free for the rest of the year. His hope 
is, so says the President and so says 
the Secretary of State, that by waiting 
the Congress, and more to the point, 
the American people will flag in their 
desire to maintain the discipline that 
the international consortium behind 
the U.N. resolution, behind this effort, 
will dissipate, that we will accept the 
fact of his conquering of Kuwait. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. So, Mr. President, it 
is a paradox that by voting to author
ize war we make, I believe, peace more 
possible, if only marginally so. I was 
very hopeful a few weeks ago of being 
able to avoid war. I am not so hopeful 
today because I believe the die is cast. 

If Saddam Hussein is listening, then I 
would tell him I spoke to the President 
yesterday as did some other colleagues, 

and I believe this die is cast. I believe, 
Saddam Hussein, if you do not leave 
Kuwait we are going to attack and we 
are going to attack in January. I be
lieve that is going to happen, and 
whether the Congress votes for it or 
not, I believe it is going to happen. I 
believe that decision was made in No
vember, without this Congress to be 
sure, but I believe that decision was 
made. 

So our last best chance, I believe, to 
avoid that is to convince Saddam Hus
sein that that is so, and that you bet
ter get out of Kuwait while there is 
still time. That is why I am going to 
vote yes, not because I disagree with 
sanctions. To the contrary, I think the 
Nunn approach of a sustained use of 
sanctions is the way to go. But the 
President rejected that decision back 
in November and the question is now 
up to Saddam Hussein. 

I am glad to yield. 
Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, I just wanted to make a 
comment and observation on what the 
Senator was speaking about. 

The rotation policy: We have heard it 
said many times that if we draw down 
some of our troops, go to a rotation 
policy, that might be seen as a sign of 
weakness. I am going to just quote for 
Senators and others a question and an
swer from the hearings before Senator 
NUNN'S committee in December. It was 
a series of questions about the policy 
by Senator THURMOND and Senator 
NUNN. But here is the last question by 
Senator KENNEDY. The question is for 
General Jones, former Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. I read the ques
tion in its entirety. 

Senator KENNEDY. What is your own sense 
of whether that kind of policy would be per
ceived as the Americans backing down? We 
are over there now, and now we are going to 
have a large force over there. If we move to
ward a position of rotation and it looks like 
we are going to stay in there for whatever 
period, the year or the 18 months, while the 
sanctions would work, do you have any feel, 
as individuals-Admiral Crowe has lived over 
there-who have spent a good time in the 
area? Would that be damaging? 

That was Senator KENNEDY'S ques
tion. 

General JONES. I believe with many people 
it would be seen as a strength that we could 
stay, we could persevere, we could be pa
tient, we could keep isolating Saddam Hus
sein. He is suffering every day. We would 
have some problems, but they would be 
minor compared to the ones of Saddam Hus
sein, so I would see it as a strength, rather 
than a weakness. 

There would be some that would call it a 
weakness that we deployed the force and we 
received the authority under the United Na
tions that on January 15 we could go ahead 
with combat. Therefore some would say we 
were not resolute. But I believe most of the 
world would look at it as a strength of Amer
ica to be able to stay some place and be able 
to look at the long-term interests rather 
than the immediate crisis. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I would observe I 
agree with General Jones, but I can tell 

you the President of the United States 
does not. 

Mr. HARKIN . I tend to associate my
self with the Senator's remarks. Thank 
you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the senior Senator 
.from Georgia, the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee. 

WHEN THE DIE WAS CAST 

Mr. NUNN. Let me say I enjoyed ev
erything about those remarks by my 
friend from Louisiana except the con
clusion. But I would say when the vote 
is taken and the roll is called and the 
vote is tallied, if the Nunn-Mitchell
Boren-Byrd resolution gets 20 votes, we 
are �g�o�~�n�g� to add one vote from the Sen
ator from Louisiana who is with us in 
spirit. 

We appreciate his remarks, and his 
analysis is sound, I think, in almost 
every respect, in that when the Presi
dent made the decision to build up the 
forces, double the forces in November, 
and couple that with an announcement 
there would be no rotation, at that 
time the die was cast. 

I am not certain that the President 
intended that the die be cast then, and 
that was the reason I raised the ques
tion immediately about the lack of ro
tation and about the size of the force 
not being sustainable and about the 
sanctions policy being discarded. 

As the Senator will recall at that 
time the administration vigorously de
nied that the die had been cast, and 
that the sanctions policy had been dis
carded. But in practical terms, when 
you cannot rotate forces and you do 
not have enough troops left back home 
and around the world to rotate, and 
your forces certainly cannot stay out 
there in the desert for a year to 18 
months at a time without degrading 
their military capability, then the die 
in effect was cast. 

I guess history will record whether 
that was an intentional policy on the 
part of the President or whether it was 
a policy that had not been thought 
through. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Pennsylvania for yielding. Again 
I repeat to him I am not in any way 
trying to get in front of him on the 
floor. I know there is no list but he was 
here first. If I am going to go ahead, I 
do thank him very much for that privi
lege. 

Mr. President, I want my colleagues 
and the Chair to understand before I 
begin my presentation that I have had 
a very bad cold that has gone into lar
yngitis. By about 12 noon every day I 
am whispering. I am having a difficult 
time in making any kind of presen
tation, and I will be going slow and in
terrupting my remarks with a little 
water, here, from time to time. So I 
will be taking a little more time than 
I would like because of a voice prob
lem. 
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It is regrettable that because of Iraqi 

intransigence, the meeting in Geneva 
this week with Secretary Baker pro
duced no diplomatic breakthrough and 
very little that was encouraging. I 
noted with interest-and I must say 
with almost complete amazement-
that the Iraqi Foreign Minister refused 
to accept President Bush's letter to 
Saddam Hussein because the letter, ac
cording to the foreign minister, was 
supposedly not polite. I have not seen 
President Bush's letter. But I find that 
Iraqi protest both ironic and, indeed, 
repulsive. 

Was it polite when Saddam Hussein 
used chemical weapons against his own 
people? And then, again, against Iran? 
Was it polite when Iraqi forces 
launched a brutal, unprovoked invasion 
of Kuwait? Was it polite when Iraqi 
forces used savage violence against in
nocent Kuwaiti civilians and took hos
tage innocent foreigners residing in 
that country? 

Saddam Hussein and his top spokes
men do not have the standing in the 
court of world opinion to raise the 
issue of politeness. 

Mr. President, I still believe there is 
room for some hope that diplomacy can 
succeed in avoiding war. But as Janu
ary 15th approaches, as so many of my 
colleagues have already observed, Con
gress must act. Article I, section 8 of 
the Constitution provides that the Con
gress clearly has the authority and the 
duty to decide whether the Nation 
should go to war. In many past in
stances it is true that military actions 
have occurred without congressional 
authorization. Pursuant to the author
ity assumed by the President in his 
constitutional capacity as Commander 
in Chief in today's fast-moving, inter
connected world with instant commu
nications, a world plagued with nuclear 
weapons and international terrorism, 
there are certainly instances when U.S. 
military force must be used without 
congressional authorization. 

There are many gray areas where the 
Congress, by necessity, has permitted 
and even encouraged and supported 
military action by the Commander in 
Chief without specific authorization 
and without a declaration of war. I do 
not deem every military action taken 
as war. I think there is al ways room 
for debate on definitions. But a war 
against Iraq to liberate Kuwait initi
ated by the United States and involv
ing over 400,000 American forces is not 
a grey area. 

In this case, I believe the Constitu
tion of the United States is absolutely 
clear. It is essential to comply with the 
Constitution and to commit the Nation 
that Congress give its consent before 
the President initiates a large-scale 
military offensive against Iraq. I think 
the Founding Fathers had a great deal 
of wisdom when they put this provision 
in the Constitution. One of the main 
reasons, of course, was to prevent one 

person from being king. They did not 
want that. But I also believe that there 
was another purpose, and that is to 
make sure that when this Nation goes 
to war and asks its young men and, in
creasingly, young women also to put 
their lives on the line, the Nation must 
commit itself before we ask them to 
lay down their lives. 

The President's January 8th request 
that Congress approve the use of mili
tary force presents Congress with an 
issue, simply stated but profound in its 
consequences; not simply short term 
but also long term. Many of us strong
ly believe a war to liberate Kuwait 
should be the last resort and that sanc
tions and diplomacy combined with a 
threat, a continuing threat of force, 
should be given more time. 

Should we give the President, after 
all of these debates when the die is 
cast, should we give him blanket au
thority to go to war against Iraq to lib
erate Kuwait? This is the question we 
face. There are numerous questions 
that will have to be answered in the 
minds of each of us before casting our 
vote. 

The first question I try to ask when 
it comes to matters of war and peace is 
the question of whether a particular 
situation is vital to our Nation's secu
rity. In this case, is the liberation of 
Kuwait vital to our Nation's security? 

We all agree with the goal of restor
ing Kuwaiti sovereignty; no doubt 
about that. But have we concluded here 
that the liberation of Kuwait in the 
next few weeks is so vital to our Na
tion's security that we must take mili
tary action now instead of waiting a 
few months, waiting a period of time to 
allow the economic embargo and the 
blockage to take its toll? 

Back in August and September when 
the embargo was successfully and, I 
would say very skillfully brought 
about by President Bush, through what 
I think was his superb leadership, no 
one thought or predicted the embargo 
was going to be over by January. No 
one predicted we were going to be able 
to bring about the termination of Iraqi 
presence in Kuwait by January. None 
of the intelligence experts or other ex
perts who testified felt the embargo 
was really going to have much effect 
before April on May of 1991 and almost 
all of them said it would take at least 
a year. 

There was no surprise about that. I 
am absolutely amazed when people say, 
well, we have waited 4 months and 5 
months and the embargo is not work
ing. They must not have been there at 
the beginning or they must not have 
talked to anybody at the beginning 
about how long it was going to take. It 
is very puzzling to me how someone 
could give up on the embargo after 5 
months when nobody that I know of 
predicted that it was going to last less 
than 9 months to a year, and most peo
ple said a year to 18 months from the 

time of inception, which was August of 
last year. 

When we talk about the question of 
"vital"-a lot of times we in Washing
ton throw that word around as if it is 
just another word. Sometimes we use 
so many words in the course of debate 
that we do not think carefully about 
what we mean. I recall very clearly 
President Reagan's 1982 declaration 
that Lebanon was vital to the security 
of the United States-Lebanon. 

Shortly thereafter, following the 
tragic death of more than 200 marines, 
we pulled out of Lebanon, we pulled 
out of a country that only a few weeks 
before had been declared "vital." 
Today, we debate this 8 years later 
while pursuing our newly proclaimed 
vital interest in Kuwait. It was not 
vital before August 2. Nobody said it 
was vital then. There was no treaty. In 
fact, when we were protecting Kuwaiti 
vessels coming out of the gulf for sev
eral years in the Iran-Iraq war, the Ku
waitis did not even let us refuel, as I 
recall. I would have to be checked on 
that one but that is my recollection. 

All of a sudden it is vital-vital. And, 
while this embargo has been under
taken since August 2, and while we 
have all seemed to take for granted 
now that the liberation of Kuwait is 
vital, not just in general but in the 
next 2 or 3 or 4 weeks-while that has 
been going on our Government has 
watched passively and said very little, 
if anything, while our former enemy, a 
nation on the terrorist list for years 
and years and I believe it still is-
Syria-used its military power to con
solidate its control over Lebanon, the 
same country that was our vital inter
est in 1982. So one of our so-called vital 
interests, Lebanon, 8 years ago, is now 
under the control of Syria, while we 
have pursued another vital interest. 

The point is, not all these things are 
simple. The point is we ought to be 
careful about defining "vital." A lot of 
things are important, very important, 
that are not vital, vital in the sense of 
young men and young women being 
called to put their lives on the line. 

In more recent history, we defined 
Panama and Nicaragua as vital, and we 
used force in the case of Panama di
rectly. In the case of Nicaragua, we 
supported force. I supported both of 
those decisions. But after achieving 
our short-term goal in both of these 
countries-we arrested Noriega, and we 
cheered the election of President 
Chamorrcr-we seem to have forgotten 
their ongoing economic and political 
agony. These were countries in which 
we used or supported force for one rea
son or the other. Again, I supported it 
in both cases. And now while we are 
pursuing another vital interest, they 
are going through economic and politi
cal wrenching experiences with the 
outcome being very uncertain. Both 
the Bush administration and the Con-
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gress have unfulfilled responsibilities 
regarding those two countries. 

My point is, Mr. President, we throw 
around the word ''vital'' very care
lessly. When politicians declare an in
terest to be vital, our men and women 
in uniform are expected to put their 
lives at risk to defend that interest. 
They train for years to be able to go 
out and, if necessary, give their lives to 
protect what we declare to be vital. 
Sometimes when you see how quickly 
we come to use that term, it makes 
you wonder whether we are fulfilling 
our responsibility to those men and 
women in uniform. 

We have an obligation as leaders to 
distinguish between important inter
ests which are worthy of economic, po
litical, and interests that are vital, 
that are worth the calling by the lead
ers of this Nation on our young men 
and women in uniform to sacrifice, if 
necessary, their lives. 

Former Secretary of Defense and 
former CIA Director James Schlesinger 
spoke to this very point when he testi
fied before our committee. He testified 
that he did not think liberation of Ku
wait "was a vital interest on the sec
ond day of August 1990." Dr. Schles
inger, however, went on to say, quoting 
him again: 

* * * the investment of the prestige of the 
President of the United States now makes it 
vital"-he does not use that word "vital" 
lightly. Continuing his quote: "for Iraq to 
withdraw from Kuwait. I do not think that it 
is necessary, to achieve that objective, for us 
to turn to war. I think we can avoid war and 
still achieve the objective of Iraqi with
drawal from Kuwait. 

This brings up the next question. Are 
there reasonable alternatives to war? 
What is the likelihood that sanctions 
will work? 

In testimony before the Congress and 
in public and private statements as re
cently as January 3, the Bush adminis
tration stopped short of saying that 
sanctions cannot get Iraq out of Ku
wait. The administration acknowledges 
the significant economic impact sanc
tions have had on Iraq, but now says 
there is no guarantee whether or not 
they will bring about an Iraqi decision 
to withdraw from Kuwait. 

Last August, President Bush asserted 
himself, saying, "Economic sanctions 
in this instance, if fully enf arced, can 
be very, very effective. * * * nobody 
can stand by forever to total economic 
deprivation." That is from President 
Bush. 

The international sanctions are, in
deed, having a devastating effect on 
Iraq's economy, for two basic reasons. 
The Iraqi economy is based on oil, 
which accounts for 50 percent of the 
country's gross national product and 
almost 100 percent of the country's 
hard currency earnings. Iraq is essen
tially landlocked, dependent upon oil 
pipelines, foreign ports, and inter
national highways for its imports and 
exports. 

As Georgetown University specialist 
on economic sanctions, Dr. Gary 
Hufbauer, testified before the Senate: 

On no previous occasion have sanctions at
tracted the degree of support they have in 
the Iraqi case. Never have they been so com
prehensive in their coverage. Never have 
they imposed such enormous costs on the 
target country. Moreover, Iraq's economy, 
geographically isolated and skewed as it is 
toward oil, is far more vulnerable to eco
nomic coercion than other economies have 
been the targets of sanctions. 

Mr. President, the net result to date 
is that the international sanctions 
have cut off more than 90 percent of 
Iraq's imports, almost 100 percent of 
Iraq's exports, including virtually all 
Iraq's oil exports. 

Iraqi industrial and military plants 
are receiving from abroad virtually no 
raw materials, no spare parts, no new 
equipment, no munitions, and no lubri
cants. Moreover, Iraq now has no way 
to earn hard currency to purchase des
perately needed imports even if they 
can be smuggled in spite of the embar
go. Amstel light beer may be available 
in Baghdad, but it is a very poor sub
stitute for such essentials as motor oil 
and transmission fluid. 

The key to a meaningful embargo is 
oil. So long as Iraq's oil exports are 
shut down-and no one disputes that 
they are shut down, no one; that is not 
in dispute-Saddam Hussein will be de
prived of at least half of his country's 
gross national product and essentially 
all of his hard currency income. So 
long as oil exports are shut down, he 
will become progressively weaker. 
There is no doubt about that. 

We worry about a recession in the 
United States. We worry right now 
about a recession. We are talking about 
whether the economy of the United 
States is declining by 3 to 5 percent of 
our gross national product, and it is a 
great and legitimate concern. Saddam 
Hessein has to worry about a devastat
ing reduction of approximately 70 per
cent of his gross national product by 
the summer of this year. By the end of 
this summer, the country will be an 
economic basket case, and I mean Iraq, 
and Saddam Hussein may be in jeop
ardy with his own people. 

The question is: Can anyone guaran
tee that Iraq will abandon Kuwait 
when their gross national product goes 
down 70 percent? Can anybody guaran
tee that? The answer is no. We cannot 
guarantee that. But the other options 
we have also must be held to the same 
standard. A sanctions policy is not per
fect. There are no guarantees here. But 
it has to be weighed against the alter
natives. 

The Bush administration is correct 
when they point out that sanctions do 
not guarantee that Iraq will leave Ku
wait. But the story does not end there. 
What guarantees do we have that war 
will be brief, American casualties will 
be light? No one can say whether war 
will last 5 days, 5 weeks, or 5 months. 

We know we can win, and we will 
win. There is no doubt about that. 
There is no doubt about who wins this 
war. Our policy and our military plan
ning, however, cannot be based on an 
expectation that the war will be con
cluded quickly and easily. In large 
measure, the scope and scale of the 
hostilities, once begun, will be deter
mined by Iraq's willingness to absorb 
massive punishment and to fight on. A 
quick Iraqi military collapse is pos
sible in days. We hope it will happen if 
war comes. But it cannot be assured. 

The administration argues that the 
coalition may crumble before Iraq 
withdraws from Kuwait. The Senator 
from Louisiana, my good friend, re
f erred to that. 

Adm. William Crowe, former Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, took 
this issue head-on during his testimony 
before the Armed Services Committee 
last November. Quoting Admiral 
Crowe, the immediate past Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs, "It is hard to un
derstand," he said, "why some consider 
our international alliance strong 
enough to conduct intense hostilities 
but too fragile to hold together while 
we attempt a peaceful solution." 

(Disturbance in the galleries.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BINGAMAN). The Sergeant at Arms is 
directed to maintain order in the gal
leries. 

Mr. NUNN. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. NUNN. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I think it 
ought to be said at this point that the 
President of the United States has 
gone to the United Nations--

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? Is there some point in 
the Senator's delivery at which time 
the Senator will be willing to take a 
question? I want to accord the Senator 
the full opportunity to complete his 
statement. 

Mr. NUNN. I will be glad to. My voice 
is very weak at this point. I want to 
make sure I complete my remarks and 
get through with that, and then I will 
be glad to take the question. 

Mr. WARNER. If the Senator will in
dicate his willingness to take a ques
tion from the Senator. from Virginia, I 
will rise to seek recognition. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I think the 
kind of outburst we have seen here has 
no place in our democracy. The Presi
dent of the United States has gone to 
the United Nations in accordance with 
the charter of the United Nations. He 
has come to the Congress of the United 
States in accordance with the Con-
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stitution of the United States and 
asked for the authority of the Senate 
and House in his actions. 

We may disagree in this Chamber, 
but when this vote is over-and I ex
pect I will not be on the prevailing 
side-when the vote is over, we are 
going to stand united. We are going to 
stand united, and that word should go 
out. Debate in our society is absolutely 
essential. The Congress has a role, as I 
have said. We have, though, the abso
lute obligation of debate, and for de
bate to be interrupted with that kind 
of outburst simply has no place in the 
Senate, nor in our democracy, as I un
derstand it. 

Mr. President, the administration's 
position is that if we wait for sanctions 
to work, Kuwait and its citizens will be 
further victimized. Tragically, this is 
no doubt true. But to quote Admiral 
Crowe again: 

War is not neat. It is not tidy. Once you re
sort to it, war is uncertain, and a mess. 

The additional cost to Kuwait of let
ting sanctions work must be weighed 
against the cost to Kuwait in terms of 
human lives, human suffering, as well 
as national resources, if the United 
States-led coalition launches a mili
tary offensive to liberate the country, 
which is heavily fortified. 

Mr. President, those who support 
prompt military action argue that 
delay will allow Iraq to strengthen its 
defensive positions in Kuwait, thereby 
adding to the eventual cost of forcing 
Iraq out of Kuwait. 

A couple of observations on this 
point. This would have been a better 
argument in September and October of 
last year than it is today. Iraq already 
has had 5 months to dig in and to for
tify, and they have done so in a major 
way. Kuwait has fortifications reminis
cent of World War I. 

This argument also overlooks the 
costs to the Iraqi military of sitting in 
Kuwait with a 500,000-man force while 
logistical support degrades because of 
the sanctions. 

Mr. President, I am aware that Direc
tor Webster sent Congressman LES 
ASPIN a letter on January 10 that ad
dressed this issue. 

Mr. President, may we have order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator is correct. If the Sergeant at Arms 
will keep the doors to the gallery 
closed so that Senators may be heard. 
The Senator may proceed. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I was re
ferring to the letter that Director Web
ster sent yesterday to Congressman 
ASPIN. One can read that letter in a lot 
of different directions. It depends on 
how you want to read it. 

I read the Webster letter as confirm
ing that the sanctions, if kept in place 
for 6 to 12 months, will severely de
grade Iraq's armored forces, air force, 
and air defenses. I consider that good 
news. For some unexplained reason
and I am sure people have a reason, but 

I find it puzzling now because I do not 
understand what it i&-Judge Webster 
implies that Iraq's tanks, its air de
fenses, and its over 700 combat aircraft 
will not play an important role in 
Iraq's defense of Kuwait. 

I would certainly hate to try to ex
plain this to several hundred American 
pilots that are out there, Air Force and 
Navy pilots, who have the job of put
ting their lives and their aircraft at 
risk to knock out these very targets at 
the beginning stage of any conflict. 

I do not understand the Webster let
ter, frankly. Perhaps we will get more 
from that later. But it is incredible to 
me that he seems to writeoff the im
portance of the tanks, the aircraft, and 
the air defenses. Everything I have 
heard is that we are going to have to 
make those the priority targets, among 
others, and to write those off and say 
that degrading them is really not going 
to play a big role to me is bewildering. 
But we will wait to hear from Director 
Webster at a later point. 

Supporters of prompt military ac
tions argue that our offensive military 
capability will degrade if our huge 
force sits for months in the Saudi 
desert. This also is true, and for several 
months I have suggested that we 
should institute a policy of unit rota
tion, commencing with quick reaction 
forces, such as the 82d Airborne, that 
might be needed on short notice else
where in the world. 

We should take full advantage of the 
coalition's of superiority in air and sea 
power while establishing the capability 
of deploying additional ground forces 
to the region quickly if needed. 

I find it puzzling, however, Mr. Presi
dent, that proponents of our early mili
tary option voiced concern about the 
degradation of our 400,000-strong force, 
fully backed by the United States and 
supported by numerous allies, yet at 
the same time those favoring author
ization of an early military offensive 
minimize the degradation of Iraq's 
500,000-man force in the Kuwaiti thea
ter, a force essentially supported only 
by Iraq, totally lacking significant al
lies, and subjected to a remarkably ef
fective international embargo. 

Mr. President, weighing the cost of 
the military option, one must also con
sider our long-term interests in the re
gion. Has there been any indepth anal
ysis in the administration about what 
happens in the Middle East after we 
win? And we will win. The President's 
declared goals include establishing sta
bility in the Persian Gulf and protect
ing United States citizens abroad. 

Considering the wave of Islamic reac
tion, anti-Americanism, and terrorism 
that is likely to be unleashed by a 
highly disruptive war with many Arab 
casualties, it is difficult to conceive of 
a Middle East as a more stable region 
where Americans will be safe. 

Finally, the administration has ar
gued there is no guarantee that eco-

nomic hardships will in the end compel 
Saddam Hussein to withdraw from Ku
wait. Mr. President, I have attended in
telligence community as well as De
fense and State Department briefings 
for 18 years. I have been thinking back. 
I cannot recall one instance where I 
ever came out of those briefings with 
any guarantee of anything. For the in
telligence community to say they can
not guarantee that Iraq is going to get 
out of Kuwait because of the sanctions, 
which is going to reduce its gross na
tional product by 70 percent and cut off 
all the hard currency, for them to say 
that is true, nobody can guarantee it. 

But what else are they guaranteeing? 
I have not seen any guarantees on any 
subject from the intelligence commu
nity. It is not their fault. They are not 
in the business of guaranteeing. The 
CIA is not the FDIC. They give you the 
facts, and then you use common sense 
to come to the conclusions. 

In summary, Mr. President, I believe 
that on balance there is a reasonable 
expectation that continued economic 
sanctions, backed up by the threat of 
military force and international isola
tion, can bring about Iraq's withdrawal 
from Kuwait. I believe that the risks 
associated with the continued empha
sis on sanctions are considerably less 
than the very real risk associated with 
war and, most importantly, the after
math of war in a very volatile region of 
the world. 

Many of my constituents in Georgia 
have written and called and asked me 
whether this is another Vietnam. Are 
we about to get into another Vietnam? 
No. I do not believe so. I agree with 
President Bush and other administra
tion spokesmen who assure us that a 
burgeoning Persian Gulf conflict will 
not be another Vietnam. I think they 
are right on that. 

The territory of Iraq and Kuwait, is 
different in most respects from that of 
Vietnam, particularly in terms of geog
raphy and vulnerability to air attack 
and economic embargo. Iraq is very 
vulnerable to air attack. The condi
tions of warfare will be vastly different 
from those in Vietnam. 

Of course, there are military lessons 
we should remember from Vietnam. We 
should hit military targets at the out
set with overwhelming and awesome 
power, at the beginning of any conflict, 
as well as knocking out power and 
communications, nuclear, biological, 
and chemical facilities. At the same 
time, Mr. President, we should not 
overlearn the Vietnam lesson. We in 
America like instant results. We want 
fast food and we want fast military vic
tories. However, our Nation places a 
much higher value on human life, espe
cially on the lives of our men and 
women in uniform. 

Depending upon developments after 
the first wave of air attacks, a short 
war may be possible and may save 
lives, but we must avoid an instant vie-
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tory kind of psychology with demands 
and expectations in this country that 
could cause a premature and high-cas
ualty assault on heavily fortified Ku
wait by American ground forces. We do 
not want to create a psychology that 
puts pressure on our military com
manders in the field to do things that 
are foolish because we think they 
should get it over with quickly. We 
hope they will be able to do it with a 
minimum loss of life. 

But if war becomes necessary, we 
should not tell our military command
ers to get it over with quickly, no mat
ter what. No. Orders should be to ac
complish the mission with whatever 
force is required but do so in a way 
that minimizes American casualties 
even if it takes more time. 

Making continued Iraqi occupation of 
Kuwait untenable with air and naval 
bombardment plays to our strengths. 
Rooting out the Iraqi army with 
ground forces going against heavy for
tifications plays right into Iraq's 
hands. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, a mes
sage to Saddam Hussein: You are hear
ing an impassioned debate emanating 
from the U.S. Capitol, both the House 
and the Senate. These are the voices of 
democracy. Do not misread the debate. 
If war occurs, the constitutional and 
policy debates will be suspended and 
Congress will provide the American 
troops in the field whatever they need 
to prevail. There will be no cutoff of 
funds for our troops while they engage 
Iraq in battle. 

President Bush, the Congress, and 
the American people are united that 
you must leave Kuwait. We differ on 
whether these goals can best be accom
plished by administering pain slowly 
with an economic blockade or by dish
ing it out in large doses with military 
power. Either way, Saddam Hussein, 
you lose. 

Mr. President, in concluding and in 
closing, I can think of no better person 
to quote than Gen. Norman 
Schwarzkopf, commander of U.S. forces 
in the gulf, who will bear the heavy re
sponsibility of leading American forces 
into combat, if war should occur. On 
the question of patience, General 
Schwarzkopf said in mid-November in 
an interview, quoting him, "If the al
ternative to dying is sitting out in the 
Sun for another summer, then that is 
not a bad alternative." 

On the question of cost, of waiting 
for sanctions to work, General 
Schwarzkopf also said in an interview 
in November, "I really don't think 
there is ever going to come a time 
when time is on the side of Iraq, as 
long as the sanctions are in effect, and 
so long as the U.N. coalition is in ef
fect." 

On the question of the effect of sanc
tions, General Schwarzkopf said in Oc
tober-and this is immediately prior to 
a major switch in the administration's 

policy "Right now, we have people say
ing, 'OK, enough of this business; let's 
get on with it'. Golly, sanctions have 
only been in effect a couple of months 
* * * And we are now starting to see 
evidence that the sanctions are pinch
ing. So why should we say, 'OK, we 
gave him 2 months and they didn't 
work. Let's get on with it and kill a 
whole bunch of people'. That's crazy. 
That's crazy." That is a quote from the 
commander in the field. 

Mr. President, in closing, I believe 
that before this Nation is committed to 
what may be a large-scale war, each of 
us in the Senate of the United States, 
in reaching a decision which will be 
very personal and very difficult for all 
of us, should ask ourselves a fundamen
tal question: Will I be able to look the 
parents, the wives, husbands, and chil
dren in the eye and say that their loved 
ones sacrificed their lives for a cause 
vital to the United States and that 
there was no other reasonable alter
na ti ve? 

Mr. President, at this time I cannot. 
Thank you. 

Several Senators addressed the chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 

like to engage my colleague in a brief 
series of questions here. Senator NUNN 
and I have worked together for 12 
years, and throughout that period, I 
think we have been together many 
times. But on this issue we seem to be 
thoroughly entrenched on opposite 
sides for the moment. Perhaps we can 
bridge the gap as time goes on. 

My first question to my distin
guished colleague and chairman is, 
what would be the implication of the 
adoption of the resolution, as proposed 
by the majority leader and Mr. NUNN, 
on the allies that have joined in re
sponse to a request by our President 
and the United Nations and have sent 
their troops to this region? What does 
the British commander say to his 
forces, and what does the Egyptian 
commander say to his forces, if the 
Congress of the United States suddenly 
withheld from our Commander in Chief 
the power of the decision to employ 
those forces when, in his judgment, and 
presumably in the collective judgment 
of other leaders, that time had arrived? 
What, I ask my chairman, is the impli
cation on the other forces that have 
traveled long distances, endured great 
hardships, and are now standing shoul
der-to-shoulder with the Americans in 
the desert? 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I say to 
my friend from Virginia-and we have 
worked together on many, many things 
over the years, we have agreed on most 
of the debates, and we have been on the 
same side of most of them; I have great 
respect for him-that the reaction 
would be mixed. Some of our allies 
would breathe a sigh of relief. Others 
would say, you led us right up to the 

brink of war and now you are going to 
give sanctions the time to work. 

It would depend on how the President 
handled it, whether he was willing to 
go to a rotation policy, which I hope he 
would. It would not be an easy adjust
ment. 

When you consider the alternative, I 
say to my friend from Virginia, you 
have to look at the other side. The 
other side is where we know we are 
headed-to war. You have to weigh 
these measures carefully. 

There is a down side to our resolu
tion. There is a down side; there is no 
doubt about that. There is also a down 
side to the other resolution, which is 
probably going to pass, and I say to my 
friend that this is a very difficult issue 
for all of us. 

I doubt very seriously that if the 
forces in the field were told that we 
were now going to give sanctions more 
time, that we felt they were working 
and would work, we were going to 
begin a rotation policy, that very 
many would say: We are disappointed 
because you did not let us go to war. I 
think most of them have been over 
there long enough to understand that 
while we will win, and must win, there 
are going to be some sacrifices made. I 
think the reaction would be mixed. 

The Senator makes a valid point. 
There are down sides to this resolution 
and there are down sides to the other. 

Mr. WARNER. If I may propound a 
second and third question, and then I 
will yield the floor. My colleague from 
Pennsylvania and others are anxious to 
get into this colloquy. 

I draw the Senator's attention to 
that period during Vietnam. I, at that 
time, was in the Department of Defense 
and remember firsthand the attitudes 
at home, the reception that we failed 
to give those men and women who went 
into that conflict and returned home, 
and we all know full well the cold 
shoulder that America greeted them 
with. 

In this particular instance, there is a 
very high state of morale of our troops 
in the gulf today. That has been engen
dered by, first and foremost, united 
support here at home. We have seen a 
mail campaign flowing across the 
ocean unlike anything since World War 
II, in terms of volume. We have seen 
the media, the television, daily ex
changing the emotions of loved ones on 
both sides of the ocean. All of this at 
home has given a tremendous sense of 
security to these men and women and 
instilled in them a fighting spirit. 

These are young people. They tend to 
believe what they hear and what they 
are told. From General Schwarzkopf on 
down, the officers, from four star to 
gold bar lieutenant, have instilled in 
them a fighting spirit. And, suddenly, 
here on the eve of this date of the 15th, 
across the ocean comes a message that 
the Congress of the United States is 
not with them. 
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I ask my friend, what is his assess

ment of the impact on the fighting 
spirit of the men and women in the gulf 
upon learning that the Congress does 
not give full support to their Com
mander in Chief and, in effect, to 
them? 

Mr. NUNN. I say to the Senator, I 
just read a quotation from General 
Schwarzkopf and he ended up saying 
that time was on our �s�i�d�~�I� am para
phrasing him now-and it was crazy to 
give up on the embargo. This was in 
October. 

So I say to the Senator, I do not 
think the man in the field, based on ev
erything he said, would say to the Con
gress of the United States and the 
American people we surely are dis
appointed that we came over here to go 
to war and now you are not going to let 
us. 

I do not think the Senator is imply
ing that. I think the men and women 
believe their role is not simply to go to 
war but to deter war. They were sent to 
Saudi Arabia to defend that country. 

I talked to General Schwarzkopf, and 
the Senator and I were together in Au
gust of last year. His mission at that 
time was clear: To defend Saudi Ara
bia, to deter attack on Saudi Arabia, 
and to enforce the embargo. They were 
not given an offensive application. 
They went over there. Everybody who 
got there before November went over 
there with a mission of defending. It is 
only those who have gone recently who 
have gone with a mission of taking of
fensive action against Kuwait. 

So if the Senator is asking me wheth
er I believe the American forces in the 
field will be disappointed if we tell 
them we are going to give this more 
time and give the embargo more time; 
they have played a key role and they 
have succeeded in their mission. They 
have defended Saudi Arabia. They have 
deterred an attack. They have enforced 
the embargo. We applaud them. I think 
they would not in any sense be dis
appointed. All you have to do is read 
the quotations. 

I would say to the Senator another 
thing: When this vote is over-this de
bate may last another day; I hope we 
will vote on it tomorrow-as the Sen
ator probably already knows I am 
going to be with our forces in the field. 
Whatever happens, the President will 
have come before the Congress under 
the Constitution as he should. He will 
have the backing of the United Na
tions. And I have said from day 1 of 
this debate ·that I think a war is justi
fied; what Saddam Hussein has done 
justifies war. I do not think a war at 
this time is wise, and I think there are 
other alternatives. So that will be my 
answer. 

But I will say we are very proud of 
those forces in the field, and in just a 
moment, if I could take this time, I 
would like to propose some nomina-

tions. But I will do that after the Sen
ator gets through. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have 
a third and last question and then I 
will yield to my colleagues. 

Reading from the resolution of which 
my distinguished friend and colleague 
is a principal author-and this was a 
subject that was broached in the Cham
ber last night by our distinguished col
league from Maine, Mr. COHEN-I like
wise did research on this issue. 

So I pose my question, and later 
today I think Mr. COHEN will continue 
to address the issue. The last . para
graph of the resolution says: 

The Constitution of the United States 
vests all power to declare war in the Con
gress of the United States. Congress will ex
peditiously consider any future President's 
request for a declaration of war, or for au
thority to use military force against Iraq in 
accordance with the foregoing procedures. 

There is no mention in this resolu
tion, as proposed, of the principal au
thority and power that this body-to
gether with the �H�o�u�s�~�h�a�s�;� namely, 
the power of the purse. 

I draw the Senator's attention to an 
op-ed piece entitled "War Powers" 
written Monday, March 7, 1988, and the 
author is one SAM NUNN, the distin
guished Senator from Georgia, in 
which he concludes: 

Third, eliminating the requirement for 
automatic withdraw. When U.S. forces are 
introduced into a loss till environment we 
could provide for an accelerated procedure 
for a congressional vote on funding if Con
gress disapproves. It would cut off funds for 
the operation. In the final analysis, I have 
concluded that Congress can only enforce its 
constitutional responsibility to declare war 
through the power of the purse. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator suspend a moment? 

The Chair has advised the Sergeant 
at Arms to admit spectators to the 
Gallery again. 

The Senator may proceed. 
Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I find the omission of 

any reference to the power of the purse 
inconsistent with, presumably, the 
Senator's viewpoint with regard to this 
authority. I ask the Senator was it pur
posely omitted? And, if so, for what 
reason? 

Mr. NUNN. In this resolution? In this 
resolution, the President has come for
ward and asked for our authority under 
the Constitution and recognized our 
authority under the Constitution and 
that is why we are debating this. 

In the reference to the article the 
Senator read-I have not seen that 
lately-but I believe the Senator and I 
both cosponsored an amendment to the 
War Powers Act because we do not 
think the War Powers Act will ever 
work and that article was written in 
reference to the automatic withdrawal, 
and as the Senator knows, if the Presi
dent declares hostilities are imminent 
under current law-I am not talking 
about the Constitution-but under the 

law, there is a period of 60 days and if 
Congress fails to act, our troops have 
to be withdrawn. If we really wanted to 
apply that war powers law literally 
when the President of the United 
States on the 14th of this month, if 
there has been no breakthrough in di
plomacy, says war may be imminent or 
if he sends a report up here to comply 
with the act, the clock will start tick
ing. In the absence of specific approval 
by the Congress, the War Powers Act 
will call for all of our troops to be 
withdrawn within 60 days. That is what 
that article was written about. 

I think that part of the War Powers 
Act is not even going to work, would 
never have worked, and should be 
amended or ought to be removed from 
the books. My reference was to the 
final power the Senate has if the Presi
dent ignores the Constitution and does 
not come to the Congress for permis
sion before announcing the war. The 
final power is the power of the purse. 

If the President wins this �v�o�t�~�a�n�d� 
there are all indications that he will 
win the vote then he will have the 
backing of the House and the Senate. I 
believe in majority rule. I may be on 
the losing side of this vote but I am 
going to back the President. The theo
retical power to cut off funding, in my 
view, is inapplicable here. As I have 
said', I think war against Iraq would be 
justified. I happen to be one of those 
who think we have other alternatives 
at this time. But I do not believe any
one out there in the field in the mili
tary needs to worry at least from this 
confrontation to a conclusion-success
ful conclusion-if the President gets 
the authorization, and if he decides to 
use force. 

Mr. WARNER. I have no more ques
tions. Perhaps later on today we can 
engage in another colloquy. 

I thank my colleagues for their in
dulgence. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. RIEGLE. Will the Senator from 

Pennsylvania yield 30 seconds before 
the Senator from Georgia leaves the 
floor? I am also waiting to speak, and 
I follow the Senator from Pennsylva
nia. Would the Senator indulge me to 
ask one question that will take only a 
half minute to answer? 

Mr. SPECTER. It is my hope I can 
ask the Senator from Georgia two 
questions myself. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I will follow the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. I will adopt the 30-
second time period. 

I will yield at this point, Mr. Presi
dent. I ask unanimous consent for the 
arrangement that I will retain the 
floor and have a chance to ask the Sen
ator from Georgia a couple questions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania retains the 
floor. 
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Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Senator 

from Pennsylvania for his courtesy. 
I wonder if I could inquire of the 

chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee-and I am only asking for a 
general percentage estimate here. I do 
not know if he would have the precise 
number. But the best estimate as to 
what percent of the combat forces on 
our side are, allied combat forces, in 
the field now that will be fighting this 
war on the ground, that if it takes 
place, roughly, what percentage of that 
force would be made up of Americans? 

Mr. NUNN. I would have to defer to 
someone who had the exact number be
cause they vary. But there is a distinc
tion between the number of forces on 
the ground and the number that are ca
pable or willing to go into combat. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Yes. 
Mr. NUNN. It is my judgment that of 

those forces willing to go into combat, 
America composes about 90 percent of 
them. 

Mr. RIEGLE. About 90 percent. 
Mr. NUNN. About 90 percent. The 

British have been very forthcoming 
and have been, of course, as they usu
ally are among our strongest allies; 
they have a substantial number of 
forces there, excellent forces. The 
Egyptians have two excellent divisions 
there, but there has been no clarity 
from the Egyptians about whether they 
would be used on offense, and if so, 
where they would be used on offense, 
including whether they would be will
ing to actually go into Iraq. The Syr
ians, I understand, have taken the posi
tion they are not going to go on the of
fense. 

It is my judgment-and this is a mat
ter of judgment, it is not a matter of 
definite numbers-that we would be 
supplying about 90 percent or more of 
the combat power on the offensive. If 
this were a defensive operation, if the 
Iraqis decided to launch an attack into 
Saudi Arabia, then the ratios would 
change. America would still be supply
ing an overwhelming amount of power 
but the allies would come into play 
much more on defense than offense. 

Mr. RIEGLE. That is very disturbing. 
I thank the Senator for the answer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
some questions for the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia. But first let me 
note my hope that he is correct that 
there will be about 20 votes in support 
of a Nunn-Mitchell resolution and that 
he can count. 

Mr. NUNN. That is hypothetical. I 
hope more than that. I am speaking 
hypothetically. 

Mr. SPECTER. The comment was 
made. There were 20 votes before you 
count the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] in support of it. 

I might observe three comments by 
the Senator from Georgia. I think his 
resolution would fail. I hope he is cor-

rect in that. But on the two questions, 
if I may, and the first one concerns the 
timing of our debate today because I 
believe that had this debate been held 
in November, there would be a very dif
ferent posture, very different consider
ation of the merits and perhaps a dif
ferent conclusion. 

The Senator from Georgia com
mented immediately after the increase 
after the announcement of the Presi
dent he intends to increase the deploy
ment of forces, there was a major 
change and that the posture was being 
shifted from defense to offensive and 
Congress knew it was a different world 
when the President made that an
nouncement far in advance of the ac
tual deployment which has not even 
been completed at the present time. 

The second event of overwhelming 
importance was the enactment of U.N. 
Resolution 678 on November 29 and 
again the Congress had ample notice 
that the President and his administra
tion were working fervently to per
suade everyone of the difficulties with 
the Soviets then the Chinese, so that 
Congress was on notice that the Presi
dent was seeking authority for the use 
of force after January 15 and in Novem
ber there were those of us who were 
calling for a special session. 

The majority leader of the Senate 
and Speaker of the House had the au
thority to reconvene the Congress, 
under the usual reservation of power 
on the adjournment. My question to 
the Senator turns not only on looking 
backward as it may provide a prece
dent for the future, but also turns on 
the merits now. 

Is it not really too late, 4 days in ad
vance of January 15, to pull the rug out 
from the expectations of our U.N. part
ners and the expectations of the Presi
dent? 

I quite agree with the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia that it is the 
congressional authority to declare war 
and the corollary to authorize the use 
of force. But should that debate not 
have occurred in November? And is it 
not so late now as to materially preju
dice U.S. interests? 

Mr. NUNN. I would say my friend 
from Pennsylvania makes a good point. 
There was clearly a point in November, 
right after the election, when the 
President announced the two things he 
was going to do-double the number of 
forces and also prevent rotation-that 
was the point of departure. There is no 
doubt about that. Not simply because 
we were building offensively. A lot of 
people missed this point. A lot of the 
media missed this point. 

We have had an offensive power over 
there since October. We have had awe
some Air Force and Navypower over 
there since early October. So it is not 
a matter of offensive power. It is a 
matter of building forces so large that 
the clock starts ticking away on us, 

rather than Saddam Hussein, because 
we cannot maintain those forces. 

But the Senator makes a valid point. 
If the leadership had agreed then that 
everybody come back and we had fo
cused on that, we might have had a 
meaningful debate. 

I note I saw Congressman BoB 
MICHEL on television last night, the 
Republican leader on the House side. 
And he said he was opposed to coming 
back then, too. And the reason, he said, 
was because he did not think he had 
the votes then to support any kind of 
blanket authority as the United Na
tions had given. 

So it was a matter of judgment at 
that stage. We could have debated it. It 
could have been meaningful. We might 
have come to a conclusion. We might 
have given the President an earlier sig
nal. But also we could have had a fili
buster. We could have come back here 
and the side that thought they were 
going to lose might have started a fili
buster; we might have had 3 or 4 weeks 
of filibuster and at that stage it might 
have been viewed by the administra
tion as even more negative than that. 

I would say also, to my friend from 
Pennsylvania, that the original U .N. 
deadline was explained, as I recall it, 
by the Bush administration, by the 
United Nations and others, as a dead
line on Saddam Hussein, saying to him: 
"You have to get out by January 15 or 
we are authorizing the use of force." 

Until recent weeks it was not deemed 
to be a deadline on us. We have created 
that psychology, that there is a world 
expectation now that after January 15 
we indeed are going to use force. Maybe 
we will. Maybe we will not. That is for 
Saddam to figure out. 

But I do not believe in limiting one's 
own options. I think that we would 
have been better off to keep the psy
chology of the U.N. resolution as a 
deadline on Saddam Hussein and not 
convert· it into somewhat of a mutual 
deadline, which it appears to me to be. 
It is not too late to alter that. But 
those would be my observations. 

Mr. SPECTER. Before propounding 
the next and final question, let me just 
observe that I disagree with what the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia 
has said about the psychology being 
different now as opposed to then. 

When U.N. Resolution 678 was ap
proved it was with the clear authoriza
tion to use force. And that was an op
tion at that time. Even as we stand 
here today, we do not know what the 
President will do. There are reports 
that Saddam Hussein may change his 
attitude a day or two after January 15. 
The President is not committed. 

While there might have been a fili
buster or there might have been other 
postures taken, while Congressman 
MICHEL, the Republican leader in the 
House, might have thought he did not 
have the votes to get the Presidential 
authorization, if that was the will of 
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the Congress reflecting the sense of the 
people then it seems to this Senator 
that would have been a much better 
time to have had that expression. 

My own personal view would . have 
been not to have had a deadline date 
and not to have abandoned the sanc
tions. But my view changes completely 
when we are on the brink of January 
15. Which brings me to the second and 
final question. That is, with respect to 
what the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia has identified as vital national 
interests-and I agree totally that is a 
loosely used phrase, to the detriment 
of the United States, and when we talk 
about vital national interests we have 
to be very, very careful. And I do not 
disagree with Senator NUNN's conclu
sions that we do not have a vital inter
est in liberating Kuwait this week. 

But I believe we do have a very vital 
interest in preserving the credibility of 
the President of the United States and 
in preserving the credibility of the 
United Nations. And that requires an 
authorization by the Congress to per
mit the President to enforce, as far as 
U.S. participation is concerned, U.N. 
Resolution 678. 

My question to the Senator from 
Georgia is: Would the Senator not con
sider that a vital national interest? 

Mr. NUNN. Many times during the 
cold war when we had so many danger 
spots around the world, we felt a great 
deal of legitimacy, for a lot of good 
reasons, that if we ever backed down or 
changed policy in one place it could af
fect us elsewhere. I think at that stage 
there was a strong feeling-and every 
time we ever had a question, I believe 
in my 18 years here, I went along with 
that feeling-that once the President's 
prestige was committed personally the 
Congress of the United States under 
most circumstances should go along 
with that. 

I think that is still a good rule of 
thumb. But I would have to say to my 
friend, we, in another era where we do 
not have the same threats around the 
world and where the adjustment and 
change of policy would avert a war and 
may very well be a key part of our 
long-term interests, I think we have a 
separate responsibility. 

I do not think our main duty here in 
the Senate is to preserve President 
Bush's prestige, or any other Presi
dent's prestige. I think we are sworn to 
preserve the Constitution of the United 
States and to represent our constitu
ents and this country and to give them 
our best judgment. 

I never want to see a President's 
prestige in any way diminished. But if 
we take the position that any time the 
President commits his prestige we have 
to salute and line up and go along, then 
we have basically said that our role 
under the Constitution is not impor
tant; that once the President commits 
his prestige we are going to go along no 
matter what. 

I normally do. But in this case I see 
the downside, the very, very steep 
downside, and I see the reasonable al
ternative which I think we should ex
plore and we should pursue. 

I thank my friend from Pennsyl va
nia. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank my distin
guished friend from Georgia for those 
comments. Before making a few sup
plementary remarks, I would say that I 
agree that the Congress has to use its 
independent judgment. 

In my 10 years, here, no one can say 
that I have been less than independent 
when it comes to disagreeing with the 
President of my own party. 

Mr. NUNN. I agree with that. The 
Senator is very independent. He is one 
of the independent minds in the Sen
ate. I know what the Senator is going 
to decide today will be his own posi
tion. I understand that completely, be
cause I know him. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator 
for those comments. I was making that 
reference because we have put Presi
dent Bush out on a long limb. He has 
climbed that limb himself. The Con
gress could have put him on notice or 
sawed off the limb much earlier in this 
process to have avoided the precarious 
position that not only the President is 
in, but our Nation is in, and that the 
United Nations is in. Had we said to 
him unequivocally at an early date: 
"We oppose putting the extra forces in 
Saudi Arabia; we oppose a deadline 
which implies limiting sanctions for a 
period of a year to 18 months,'• then he 
would have been squarely on notice. 

I do not believe that we should defer 
our separate but equal authority. It is 
a vital strength of the United States of 
America to have an independent Con
gress and an independent court system. 
But we are so late in the day that we 
simply have not done our job in a time
ly manner. 

As the Senator from Georgia knows, 
how full the law is, as a matter of prac
tical human experience of sleeping on 
your rights, waiver, estoppel, laches 
are all filled with our legal precedents 
in this country, that you must assert a 
position in a timely manner if you ex
pect to exercise your power and your 
congressional authority. That is what 
is so troubling to this Senator. 

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator yield for 
a brief observation? 

Mr. SPECTER. I do. 
Mr. NUNN. The Senator makes a 

valid point. I certainly do not attempt 
to rebut that point, but I offer this ob
servation: I myself told the President 
personally exactly that on several oc
casions. I have heard the leadership of 
the Congress, including the Speaker 
and including our majority leader, tell 
the President exactly that warning on 
several occasions. 

We have not done that formally. The 
Congress has not spoken formally, but 
as the Senator knows, Congress speaks 

without formal declarations through 
its own leadership on many occasions. 
We did not take any kind of united ac
tion in November and December. Per
haps history will record that we should 
have. But I do not think there was any 
lack of communication. 

To the President's credit, he con
sulted often. He talked to the leader
ship often. We have been down at least 
five times, maybe six or seven times, to 
confer with him. On every one of those 
occasions, I told him my views, and 
those views were: Do not stop your ro
tation policy; do not build up the 
forces so large that we have no other 
alternative but a successful diplomacy 
or war. Keep the options open. We can 
always use the war option. Why do we 
reduce our options to one and burn our 
bridges? I have said that. 

I heard the majority leader say simi
lar things. I have heard the Speaker 
say similar things. I have heard the mi
nority leader, Senator DOLE, express 
his reservations on several occasions in 
meetings at the White House, and he 
has done so publicly. or else I would 
not say anything about it here today. 

So there has been no lack of the 
President understanding that there 
were a number of people, including a 
number of the leaders, who had serious 
reservations about the direction the 
President was going. 

The Senator is correct; there has 
been no formal resolution to that ef
fect. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
supplementary remarks I have are on 
this line, that the formal consultation 
is not like a Senate vote. The com
ments on "Meet the Press," "Face the 
Nation," "The Brinkley Show," press 
conferences outside the Oval Office, 
and all of the interviews, are nothing 
like a rollcall, and that is the way the 
Congress expresses itself under the 
Constitution. That is what this Con
gress should have done in November 
had we sought to differ with what the 
President has promoted and what the 
United Nations has adopted. 

Mr. President, I sought the floor to 
make a few brief comments. They tie 
in with what I have already discussed. 
As I heard the debate yesterday, I felt 
that there were three very dangerous 
factors emerging from that debate. 

The first was that acceptance of the 
Nunn-Mitchell resolution would inca
pacitate this President in this situa
tion. If we rebuke the President, if we 
rebuke the U.N. Resolution 678, the 
credibility of the United States will be 
diminished, and it is this Senator's 
view that the sanctions will fall apart. 

How can we expect Turkey to keep 
that pipeline shut off with the millions 
of dollars that it costs the Turkish 
Government? How can we expect Jor
dan to stop the flow of goods, and how 
difficult it is to get our allies not to 
send nuclear equipment to hostile pow
ers at any time. 
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There are already leaks in the embar

go. It will become a flood, so that there 
will be a total incapacitation of this 
President in this situation. 

Second, I believe that we will be in
capacitating the Presidency as an in
stitution in the future, which will be 
very, very important. What will happen 
the next time a Secretary of State goes 
to talk to the Soviet Union Minister? 
How effective will the Secretary of 
State be in dealing with the Chinese, 
who really were very reluctant to see 
U.N. Resolution 678 passed? How uncer
tain will it be for the President, who 
has the authority under the Constitu
tion to conduct foreign relations, to 
make representations, when the ulti
mate authority lies in the Congress? 

I think that it is very, very impor
tant that the Congress express itself on 
this issue. But what now will be indeli
bly implanted in a solid precedent in 
the United States is that we simply 
cannot accept what the President says 
as to United States policy, that at the 
11th h.our, at the last minute, the Con
gress may come in and repudiate the 
President and repudiate the reliance of 
the United Nations on the President's 
representations. That is disastrous, not 
only for this President in this vital sit
uation, but it will be disastrous for the 
Presidency in the future. 

The third concern which I have aris
ing from yesterday's debate is what 
may be the appearance of partisan poli
tics. I say the appearance of partisan 
politics because I believe that every 
Senator who has spoken has articu
lated his sincere views, aside from 
party label, and without a partisan mo
tivation. 

But there is the appearance, with 17 
speakers yesterday in favor of the reso
lution, all Democrats; and 11 speakers 
yesterday in opposition to the resolu
tion, all Republicans; that others, in
cluding President Saddam Hussein may 
say it is a party matter and that is 
going to determine the outcome. 

I am delighted today to see that 
there have been two Senators, the dis
tinguished Senator from Nevada, [Mr. 
REID] and the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON], who 
have spoken in favor of the President. 
I am not as optimistic, frankly, as the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia 
was about the President prevailing 
here. It looks to me as if it is very, 
very close. 

But it is, I think, important that we 
put the world on notice, including the 
Iraqi President, that we are not engag
ing in partisan politics here. And that 
those who have seen the Senate debate 
and the eruption in the galleries, "No 
blood for oil," know that that is part of 
American democracy. Anyone who 
wishes to come to see the Senate de
bate these issues is permitted to come 
here. 

We do not permit the Galleries to 
interfere with the speech and presen-

tation here. The right of freedom of 
speech does not include the right to 
stop others from speaking. If you can
not cry "fire" in a crowded theater, 
then you cannot speak in Senate Gal
leries to drown out the Senators. 

It is obvious it was orchestrated, be
cause as soon as two people were per
mitted to leave, then others spoke up. 
The Chair appropriately cleared the 
Galleries for a very short time, for just 
a few minutes, and now the Galleries 
are back. 

I think this is a very important 
point, and my final point, Mr. Presi
dent, that when Iraq and its President, 
Saddam Hussein, are trying to evaluate 
the state of mind of the U.S. Congress, 
and we are trying to evaluate his state 
of mind, that he should be on notice 
that if and when, as this Senator hopes, 
there will be a forceful vote from a 
Congress supporting the President and 
U.N. Resolution 678, that that is the 
time for him to leave Kuwait. 

The best chance we have to avoid a 
war is to solidly back the President 
and U.N. Resolution 678 so that Sad
dam Hussein and Iraq understand what 
the consequences will be. That is the 
best chance of having them withdraw 
from Kuwait and avoid a war. 

Mr. RIEG LE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan is recognized. 
A LIFE AND DEATH ISSUE 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I just 
want to acknowledge, in passing, the 
comments of the Senator from Penn
sylvania and his courtesy before. I 
want to say to him, because he and I 
know each other well-in fact, we both 
have gone through a change of party 
affiliation during our political lives, 
and so we have thought a lot about the 
question of politics and partisanship 
and independence. 

I came to the Congress 24 years ago 
and, by coincidence, was in a class of 
new Members of Congress, young Re
publicans at that time, that included 
George Bush. I ran for Congress at that 
time essentially to come to try to do 
something about stopping a war that 
we had going on at that time. It took 
a long time to get it stopped. 

But I want to just make the point in 
passing, and the Senator from Penn
sylvania would know this because he 
knows me. My opposition then, 24 
years ago as a Republican House Mem
ber, with a Democratic President, con
tinued when we had a Republican 
President. And, like the Senator from 
Pennsylvania, I make my remarks, and 
I make my judgment on this issue 
without any regard to party whatso
ever. I know he would know that but I 
think that is true really of every Sen
ator. On an issue as solemn as this, a 
life-and-death issue, and that is what it 
is, I do not think people are going to 
make that decision on a partisan basis. 
In fact, I know that. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Michigan, my 
colleague, for those very generous re
marks. 

Mr. President, if I may, will the Sen
ator yield for a unanimous-consent re
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Michigan yield for this 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. RIEGLE. Yes; I yield only for 
that purpose, without losing my right 
to the floor. 

Mr. SPECTER. On the issue of 
human rights, there is a very impor
tant document which I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the 
RECORD-I regret that it is so long, but 
it is so important and worth printing
showing the violations of human rights 
by Iraq in occupied Kuwait, which 
bears on our debate today. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[Amnesty International, International 
Secretariat, London, Dec. 19, 1990) 

lRAQ/0cCUPIED KUWAIT HUMAN RIGHTS 
VIOLATIONS SINCE AUGUST 2 

NOTE ON SOURCES AND METHODOLOGY 

This document has been compiled prin
cipally on the basis of interviews conducted 
by Amnesty International with scores of peo
ple who fled Kuwait between August and No
vember 1990. Most of these interviews were 
carried out in Saudi Arabia, Bahrain and the 
United Kingdom, with a smaller number of 
people in the United Arab Emirates, Egypt 
and Iran also being interviewed. Most of the 
interviewees are Kuwaiti nationals, but they 
also include Bahrainis, Saudis, Lebanese, 
Egyptians, Palestinians, Indians, Filipinos, 
Britons and Americans. Among them are 
former detainees, the families of victims of 
extrajudicial executions and of those who 
have "disappeared", eyewitnesses and medi
cal personnel. Amnesty International has 
also relied on information emanating from 
persons who have remained in Kuwait, and 
who include both Kuwaiti and foreign na
tionals. In respect of some of the torture al
legations made, the organization has sought 
the medical opinion of forensic pathologists 
and doctors in the United Kingdom with ex
perience in the examination of torture vic
tims. 

All Kuwaiti nationals interviewed re
quested that their identities not be revealed 
for fear of reprisals by Iraqi forces against 
members of their families still in Kuwait. 
Some Western and Arab nationals have made 
the same request, also fearing for the safety 
of their relatives or friends in hiding in Ku
wait or in detention in Iraq. Hence their 
names have either been omitted altogether 
or, in some cases, changed in order to pre
vent identification. The exceptions to this 
are: 1) several former detainees whose names 
are mentioned in Section 3 of this document, 
and 2) the ten victims of extrajudicial execu
tions (and in some cases torture) whose 
names are cited in Section 6. These cases 
have either already been submitted to the 
United Nations, or authorization to reveal 
their names has been obtained by Amnesty 
International. The names of over 1,027 other 
detainees and "disappeared" persons re
ceived by Amnesty International are not 
being made public at this stage. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Widespread abuses of human rights have 
been perpetrated by Iraqi forces following 
the invasion of Kuwait on 2 August. These 
include the arbitrary arrest and detention 
without trial of thousands of civilians and 
military personnel; the widespread torture of 
such persons in custody; the imposition of 
the death penalty and the extrajudicial exe
cution of hundreds of unarmed civilians, in
cluding children. In addition, hundreds of 
people in Kuwait remain unaccounted for, 
having effectively "disappeared" in deten
tion, and many of them are feared dead. To 
date, an estimated 300,000 Kuwaitis have fled 
their country, as well as several hundred 
thousand foreign nationals working in Ku
wait. Their accounts of the abuses they have 
either witnessed or experienced have re
ceived worldwide media coverage. This docu
ment details some of these abuses, confining 
itself to those violations which fail within 
Amnesty International's mandate. 

Amnesty International takes no position 
on the conflict in the Gulf, and does not con
done killings and other acts of violence per
petrated by the parties to the conflict. What 
concerns the organization are human rights 
violations taking place in that context. 
Those violations which have been reported 
since 2 August are entirely consistent with 
abuses known to have been committed in 
Iraq over many years, and which have been 
documented by Amnesty International in its 
numerous reports. Iraq's policy of the brutal 
suppression of all forms of internal dissent 
continues to be implemented, and the people 
of Iraq remain its victims. Amnesty Inter
national has repeatedly placed such informa
tion on the public record, and regrets that 
until the invasion of Kuwait, the inter
national community did not see fit to apply 
serious pressure in an attempt to put an end 
to these abuses. 

2. DEVELOPMENTS SINCE 2 AUGUST 

Iraqi forces invaded Kuwait on 2 August. In 
his 17 July speech, sixteen days before the 
invasion, President Saddam Hussein at
tacked Kuwait's royal family for damaging 
the Iraqi economy through forcing down the 
price of oil by exceeding its OPEC produc
tion quota. He also accused Kuwait of taking 
Iraqi crude worth U.S. S2.4bn from the 
Rumaila oil field and demanded the writing
off of U.S. $12bn in war loans owed to Ku
wait. 

Immediately after the invasion, Iraq an
nounced that nine-man 'Provisional Free Ku
wait Government' had been set up. It was 
headed by Colonel 'Ala' Hussain 'Ali, said to 
be Kuwaiti national. However, less than a 
week later, on 8 August, the transitional 
government was dismissed and Iraq an
nounced the annexation of Kuwait. By 28 Au
gust, Kuwait was declared to be Iraq's 19th 
province, while the border area with Iraq was 
incorporated as an extension of the province 
of Basra. 'Ali Hassan al-Majid, Iraq's Min
ister of Local Government and a cousin of 
President Saddam Hussein, was appointed as 
its governor. In 1987-1988, he had held respon
sibility for law and order in the northern 
Kurdish provinces of Iraq. 

On 2 August, the United Nations (UN) Se
curity Council adopted Resolution 660, which 
condemned the invasion of Kuwait and called 
for Iraq's immediate and unconditional with
drawal. On 6 August, economic sanctions 
were imposed on Iraq in accordance with Se
curity Council Resolution 661. Between 9 Au
gust and 29 November, nine other resolutions 
were passed, the most recent of which, Reso
lution 678 passed on 29 November, authorizes 
the use of force to secure Iraq's withdrawal 

from Kuwait and sets 15 January 1991 as the 
date by which this should occur. Resolution 
670 of 25 September condemned ". . . the 
treatment by Iraqi forces of Kuwaiti nation
als, including measures to force them to 
leave their own country and mistreatment of 
persons and property in Kuwait in violation 
of international law." Resolution 674 of 29 
October urged Iraq to refrain from violating 
the Charter of the United Nations and the 
provisions of the Fourth Geneva Convention, 
and to "immediately cease and desist from 
taking Third-State nationals hostage [and] 
mistreating and oppressing Kuwaiti and 
Third-State nationals ... " 

To date, Iraq has not implemented any of 
the Security Council resolutions, although it 
announced on December that all detained 
Western nationals would be released. Aside 
from the perpetration of those human rights 
violations documented in this report, wide
spread destruction and looting of public and 
private property was carried out. Most criti
cal of these has been the looting of medi
cines, medical equipment and food supplies. 
The massive scale of destruction and looting 
which has been reported suggests that such 
incidents were neither arbitrary nor iso
lated, but rather reflected a policy adopted 
by the government of Iraq. According to in
formation received, this policy caused em
barrassment on the part of some Iraqi sol
diers who were called upon to implement it . 
A number of people who had fled Kuwait told 
Amnesty International that Iraqi soldiers 
had apologized to them for the destruction of 
their country, stating that they were led to 
believe that they had been deployed in order 
to thwart an external attack on Kuwait. A 
Kuwaiti doctor specialising in occupational 
medicine described to Amnesty Inter
national the looting and destruction of al
Shu 'aib Industrial Centre where he had 
worked. On the fourth day after the invasion, 
members of Iraq's Republican Guards had ap
parently destroyed medical equipment, 
thrown files on the floor and torn down pho
tographs of the Amir of Kuwait. The doctor 
said: "I went into the dental clinic, which 
was also completely destroyed. I noticed 
that on one of the walls of the clinic the fol
lowing words were written in large letters: 
"Dear Kuwaiti doctors-we are sorry but we 
are under orders." 

Since occupying Kuwait, Iraqi forces are 
reported to have meted out collective pun
ishments against the local population in re
taliation for armed attacks against them. 
Several incidents were reported involving 
the burning or blowing up of homes in dis
tricts where Iraqi soldiers had been killed. A 
night curfew was imposed in Kuwait City at 
the start of the invasion remained in force 
until 23 November. Filming and photography 
are prohibited, and the offices of all news
papers and magazines have been closed down. 
The Iraqi authorities took over the printing 
presses of al-Qabas, one of Kuwait's daily 
newspapers, to issue their own newspaper, al
Nida'. At least three al-Qabas employees, two 
Lebanese nationals and one Egyptian, were 
arrested on 25 August reportedly for refusing 
to cooperate with the Iraqi authorities. In 
September and October the Iraqi Govern
ment issued a series of regulations aimed at 
completing the 'Iraqization' of Kuwait. 
These regulations required Kuwaitis to take 
up Iraqi identity papers in lieu of existing 
Kuwaiti documents; to replace Kuwaiti car 
number plates with Iraqi ones; to change the 
clock to correspond to Iraqi time (previously 
there was an hour's difference between the 
two countries); and to use Iraqi rather than 
Kuwaiti currency (initially parity of the 

Iraqi dinar with Kuwaiti dinar was enforced, 
the harder Kuwaiti currency being worth 20 
Iraqi dinars before the invasion. Subse
quently, Iraq declared that only its own cur
rency was legal tender). A number of dis
tricts, streets and public buildings were re
named, particularly those which carried the 
names of members of Kuwait's Al-Sabah 
family. 

Since 2 August, Iraq has denied the media 
access to Kuwait. More importantly, it has 
denied access to the International Commit
tee of the Red Cross (ICRC). In the first week 
of September, ICRC President Cornelio 
Sommaruga visited Baghdad and held three 
meetings with Iraqi Foreign Minister Tariq 
'Aziz. The terms of a possible agreement de
fining the ICRC's operating procedures were 
discussed. In keeping with the ICRC's man
date to act in the event of international 
armed conflict on the basis of the 1949 Gene
va Conventions, one of the organization's 
main objectives was to provide protection 
and assistance, in both Iraq and Kuwait, to 
the various categories of civilians affected 
by the events. The ICRC did not succeed in 
obtaining the Iraqi Government's authoriza
tion to launch an operation in Iraq and Ku
wait for the victims of the crisis. The gov
ernment has given no reason for its refusal 
to grant ICRC access. 

Similarly, Iraq has failed to respond to ap
peals on behalf of victims of human rights 
violations in both Iraq and Kuwait launched 
by various non-governmental organizations, 
including Amnesty International. On 3 Au
gust, the organization appealed publicly to 
the Iraqi Government on behalf of Iraqi ex
iles living in Kuwait who were reported to 
have been arrested immediately following 
the invasion. There are grave fears for their 
lives as they risk torture and execution in 
Iraq. On 23 August, Amnesty International 
expressed its concerns to the Iraqi Govern
ment about a wide range of human rights 
violations, including continuing arbitrary 
arrests, rape, summary executions and 
extrajudicial killings. The organization 
stressed that the arrest and continued deten
tion of Western nationals was contrary to 
fundamental internationally recognized 
standards of human rights, and urged the im
mediate and unconditional release of all 
such detainees. It requested that their names 
and whereabouts be made known, and that 
they be granted immediate and regular ac
cess to consular officials. Amnesty Inter
national called upon the Iraqi Government 
to take immediate steps to prevent incidents 
of rape by Iraqi forces, to investigate such 
incidents and to bring those responsible to 
justice. The organization also expressed its 
concern about the extension of the scope of 
the death penalty to include looting and the 
hoarding of food. In response to the execu
tion of the third week of August of several 
people said to have been found guilty of 
looting, Amnesty International urged the 
government to refrain from carrying out any 
further executions. It also asked under what 
laws the executions had been carried out and 
for details of any legal proceedings followed 
in their cases. Finally, the organizations ex
pressed grave concerns about the 
extrajudicial killings of unarmed civilians, 
including children, by Iraqi forces. It urged 
the Iraqi Government to take urgent steps to 
prevent further such killings, to investigate 
those incidents which had occurred and to 
bring those responsible to justice. 

On 29 August, Amnesty International sent 
urgent appeals to the government on behalf 
of six Kuwaiti men, all Shi'a Muslims aged 
between 18 and 26. They had been arrested on 
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3 August after taking part in a demonstra
tion in the al-Sulaibikhat district of Kuwait 
City. Reports received by Amnesty Inter
national indicated that the six detainees had 
been transferred to Baghdad for detention. 
On 3 October, Amnesty International once 
more expressed its concerns in a public 
statement about the widespread abuses being 
perpetrated by Iraqi forces in Kuwait, in
cluding mass arrests, torture under interro
gation, summary executions and mass 
extrajudicial killings. 

The Iraqi Government failed to respond to 
any of Amnesty International's appeals. 
However, on 3 October Iraq's embassy in 
London issued a public statement comment
ing on Amnesty International's own state
ment issued the same day. The embassy did 
not deny that human rights abuses had 
taken place, but dismissed Amnesty 
International's statement as "an embarrass
ment to the practice of reporting" [see Ap
pendix E for text of the Iraqi Embassy state
ment]. Further comment on the human 
rights situation in Kuwait since 2 August 
came from President Saddam Hussein during 
an interview broadcast on British television 
on 12 November. The following is an extract 
from that interview [other extracts from 
which are quoted in sections 3 and 5]: 

INTERVIEWER: How can you justify the 
atrocities committed by Iraqi troops in your 
name? 

President HUSSEIN: Have you seen these 
atrocities yourself? 

INTERVIEWER: I have not seen them, but let 
me quote you some reports, Mr. President. 
One report speaks of scores of people being 
tortured and hanged at Kuwait University 
for opposing the annexation of their country. 
Another report speaks of 15-year-old boys 
being shot. An American woman married to 
a Kuwaiti talks about a pregnant woman 
being ·disembowelled. These reports have 
been coming out of Kuwait for some time. Do 
you know about these reports? Do they 
worry you? Have you heard about them? 

President HUSSEIN: What is certain is that 
I have not heard of any such acts. It is pos
sible that, in the same way that the Western 
media is trying to fill the minds of people ev
erywhere, every day, with lies about the sit
uation ... it is also possible that some false 
reports may come out of Kuwait, claiming 
the sorts of things you have described. But 
let me say something to you. There is now, 
in the province of Kuwait, an instruction 
which is valid: whoever opens fire at our sol
diers, they will open fire in return. They will 
shoot to kill . . . 

INTERVIEWER: Mr. President, these reports 
of atrocities, you see, are encouraged by the 
fact that you have sealed off Kuwait from 
the rest of the world. Why don't you let us go 
in and see for ourselves whether these re
ports are true? 

President HUSSEIN: You are partly right in 
what you have said. But you must undoubt
edly remember that now the province of Ku
wait is a military target for the American 
forces there and the forces allied to them. 
... So [the province of Kuwait] and its ap
proaches in the province of Basra are now 
being prepared as a fully-fledged battlefield 
for the confrontation of a possible invasion. 
And you know that, under such cir
cumstances, countries usually take measures 
preventing journalists from approaching 
military zones. And the British public, for 
example, knows these facts because it has 
lived through that during the Second World 
War." 

In this document, Amnesty International 
once again calls upon the Iraqi Government 

to implement the following recommenda
tions as a matter of urgency: 

1. Grant immediate access to the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross to en
able it to provide protection and assistance 
to civilians in Kuwait and Iraq under the 
terms of the 1949 Geneva Conventions. 

2. Release immediately and uncondition
ally all detainees held solely on account of 
the non-violent expression of their conscien
tiously held beliefs or on account of their na
tionality. 

3. Ensure that all detainees are granted 
their internationally-recognized rights to 
challenge the legality of their detention be
fore a court, and to receive a trial which 
meets the requirements of fairness set forth 
in international human rights and humani
tarian law. 

4. Make known the whereabouts of all de
tainees and grant them immediate access to 
their families, legal counsel, medical doctors 
and consular officials. 

5. Initiate prompt and impartial investiga
tions into reports of torture and 
extrajudicial killings (including the ten 
cases referred to in this document), the re
sults of which should be made public. Mili
tary and security personnel and other public 
officials found responsible should be brought 
to justice. 

6. Conduct a prompt, thorough and impar
tial investigation into all reports of "dis
appearances" and bring to justice those re
sponsible. Inform the families immediately 
of the arrest and keep them informed of the 
whereabouts of detainees at all times. De
tainees should only be held in official known 
detention centres, a list of which should be 
widely publicised. 

7. Refrain from extending the scope of the 
death penalty and taking immediate steps to 
ensure no further executions are carried out; 
provide information of the legal basis for 
those executions already carried out and de
tails of any trail proceedings followed in 
those cases. 

3. ARBITRARY ARRESTS, DETENTION WITHOUT 
TRIAL AND "DISAPPEARANCES" 

Under the circumstances prevailing in Ku
wait since 2 August, it has been virtually im
possible to estimate the number of people ar
rested by Iraqi forces after the invasion. In 
the absence of any official figures from the 
Iraqi Government, and its denial of access to 
detainees by any international humanitarian 
organization, Amnesty International is not 
in a position to give any precise figures. The 
organization has attempted to build up a 
general picture of the situation through in
formation provided by former detainees and 
eyewitnesses, as well as through statistics 
provided by governments whose nationals 
were transferred from Kuwait and held in 
Iraq. A number of Kuwaiti sources estimate 
the number of detainees to be over 10,000, a 
figure which cannot be substantiated in the 
absence of further information. By November 
1990, Amnesty International had received the 
names of over 875 Kuwaiti nationals said to 
be in Iraqi custody, both civilians and mili
tary personnel. The majority are believed to 
be held in prisons and detention centres in 
Iraq-notably at Basra, Baghdad and Mosul, 
and a smaller number in Kuwait City. 
Among them are eleven Kuwaiti diplomats 
who were stationed at Kuwait's embassy in 
Baghdad and its consulate in Basra at the 
time of the invasion. Amnesty International 
has also received the names of 152 others, all 
Kuwaiti men between the ages of 19 and 50 
whose fate and whereabouts are unknown. 
They include both civilians and military per
sonnel who are presumed to be in detention, 

although there are fears that some may have 
been killed or executed by Iraqi forces. In ad
dition there are hundreds of Western nation
als apprehended in Kuwait and who, as at 6 
December, remained in detention in Baghdad 
and in other undisclosed locations in Iraq 
and Kuwait. 

In the first days of the invasion, Amnesty 
International received reports that hundreds 
of Kuwaiti military personnel were rounded 
up and held in makeshift detention centres 
in Kuwait City. The detainees included mem
bers of the armed forces, the navy, the police 
force and security forces. Those who were 
not seized immediately �a�~�e�r� the invasion 
continued to be sought by Iraqi troops, and 
in some instances were arrested from their 
homes. Numerous eyewitnesses stated to 
Amnesty International that Iraqi army vehi
cles patrolled residential areas, looking for 
the homes of military personnel. The rel
atives of military personnel being sought 
were sometimes themselves arrested and tor
tured during interrogation in order to reveal 
their whereabouts. The majority of detained 
military personnel are reported to have been 
subsequently transferred to Iraq. Official Ku
wait, sources estimate their number to be 
between 6,000-7 ,000. 

Although the majority of those arrested 
were Kuwaitis, among the detainees were 
also stateless persons living in Kuwait 
known as the 'bidun' [literally 'without', ie. 
without nationality. They include Arabs 
from neighbouring countries, some of whom 
have lived in Kuwait for over 25 years, but 
neither they nor their children born in Ku
wait had the right of permanent residence 
and were denied basic political and civil 
rights]. Apart from Western nationals who 
were rounded up and taken to Iraq [see 
below], the detainees included Syrians, Leba
nese, Egyptians, Bahrainis, Saudi Arabians, 
Indians and Pakistanis. Arab nationals who 
were detained were largely from those coun
tries whose governments had adopted a posi
tion on the invasion of Kuwait considered 
'hostile' by Iraq. However, Amnesty Inter
national is aware of several cases involving 
the detention of Jordanians (largely Pal
estinians) who had refused to cooperate with 
Iraqi forces in Kuwait or who had been sus
pected of opposition activities. In two cases 
brought to the organization's attention, the 
detainees were reported to have been sub
jected to torture [see Section 4 below]. 

Also reported to have been arrested in the 
first days after the invasion were scores of 
Iraqi exiles who had been living in Kuwait 
for a number of years. According to Amnesty 
International's information, many of those 
arrested are said to be Shi'a Muslims with 
suspected links to the opposition group al
Da 'wa al-Islamiyya (Islamic Call), member
ship of which has been a capital offence in 
Iraq since 1980. The organization has re
ceived the names of several of them, who 
were said to have been arrested in the Bnaid 
al-Gar district of Kuwait City. Their fate and 
current whereabouts are unknown. They are 
believed to have been taken to Iraq where 
they face continued detention and risk tor
ture and execution. 

The widespread arrest of civilians began to 
be reported in the second and third weeks of 
August following, on the one hand, the emer
gence of an opposition movement in Kuwait 
and, on the other, the adoption by Iraq of the 
so-called 'human shield' policy involving the 
detention of Western nationals. According to 
reports emanating from people fleeing the 
country, groups of Kuwaitis and other na
tionals seized weapons and ammunition 
stored in police stations in several districts 



January 11, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 795 
of the city, leading to sporadic armed clashes 
with Iraqi troops which lasted several weeks. 
Among those who participated in the armed 
resistance against Iraqi troops were said to 
be Egyptians, Palestinians and other Arab 
nationals, as well as a number of Kuwaiti 
Shi'a Muslims who had previously formed 
part of Kuwait's internal opposition. They 
are said to include former political prisoners 
who, prior to the invasion, had been serving 
terms of imprisonment in Kuwait Central 
Prison. The number of civilian and military 
casualties on both sides resulting from these 
clashes is unknown. 

However, opposition to the Iraqi invasion 
of Kuwait also took other forms. For exam
ple, in the second week after the invasion, 
leaflets calling for continued opposition to 
the occupation began to appear in the streets 
of Kuwait. These leaflets included al-Sumud 
al-Sha'bi (Popular Resistance) and Sarkha 
(The Cry). Other forms of non-violent opposi
tion to the Iraqi occupation included the 
raising of the Kuwaiti flag; putting up photo
graphs of the Amir of Kuwait, Shaikh Jaber 
al-Ahmad al-Sabah and the Crown Prince, 
Shaikh Sa'ad al-'Abdallah; writing anti-Iraq 
slogans on the walls; shouting "Alluhu 
Akbar" (God is Greater) from the rooftops; 
going out onto the streets after curfew and, 
where possible, non-compliance with the var
ious orders issued by Iraqi forces. Among 
those arrested in August and September, ap
parently for non-cooperation with the Iraqi 
Government, were former members of Ku
wait's National Assembly (parliament): Mu
barak al-Duwaila; Khaled Sultan al-'Issa 
(also a member of the Islamic Heritage Soci
ety); Khaled al-Wasmi; and 'Abd al-Karim al
Juhaidli (also a member of the recently 
formed National Council). One of them, 
Khaled Sultan al-'Issa, was held for 29 days, 
principally in Basra. According to informa
tion received by Amnesty International, his 
beard was shaved off and he was subjected to 
beatings and electric shocks. 

Opposition to the occupation developed 
into a form of 'civil disobedience' from mid
September, following the issuing of a series 
of regulations by the Iraqi Government 
aimed at completing the 'Iraqization' of Ku
wait [see Section 2 above]. The refusal to 
comply with such orders led to the arrest of 
civilians who had not participated in any 
armed resistance against Iraqi forces. Civil
ians were also arrested for non-compliance 
with other types of regulations introduced in 
Kuwait, such as the ban on growing beards 
which came into effect in the first week of 
September. Several men interviewed by Am
nesty International said they had been 
stopped at checkpoints solely because they 
had beards, though none of them could offer 
a logical explanation as to why that should 
constitute an offence. One 30-year-old Ku
waiti entrepreneur who left his country on 16 
September said: 

"* * * those who had beards were ordered 
to shave them off. Punishment for non-com
pliance consists of plucking the beard with 
pliers or some other unspecified punishment. 
Several arbitrary regulations of this kind 
have been introduced, but they did not take 
the form of official decrees. The problem for 
us was that we did not learn of these regula
tions until we encountered troops at the 
checkpoints. They would inform us what the 
latest regulation was, but by that time, it 
would be too late because we may have un
wittingly committed the 'offence' in ques
tion. I know of cases of people who have had 
their beards plucked, including elderly reli
gious men who traditionally wear a beard." 

Amnesty International has received the de
tails of several such cases, involving the pub-

lie humiliation of both young and elderly 
men and their subsequent detention for re
fusing to shave. The Iraqi authorities in Ku
wait have themselves failed to explain why 
the growing of beards has been made illegal. 

The following is a description of the gen
eral pattern of arrests as described in a 
memorandum prepared by officials of the 
Kuwaiti Red Crescent, dated 23 October: 

"The daily arrests and the attacks on citi
zens became [widespread]. People could not 
move about freely, even to carry out essen
tial tasks, for fear of being arrested or killed 
(or of disappearing). Raids on homes became 
a daily occurrence, which people could ex
pect at any time. The arrest and torture of 
people was something which threatened 
every individual. Young men were shot near 
their homes and in front of their families, 
and this method was used by the occupiers to 
terrorize the people and to eliminate the 
young men on the pretext that they worked 
in the resistance . . . there were no fair 
trials for these people. On the contrary, the 
arrests, interrogation, torture, punishments 
and killings were carried out in an arbitrary 
and whimsical manner, decided upon by in
telligence agents and others in the occupy
ing forces. . . " 

According to reports received, in the first 
two weeks of the invasion most arrests were 
carried out in the streets. In the third week, 
Iraqi forces began entering peoples' homes 
more frequently. In some cases the intention 
was not to carry out an arrest but to force 
individuals to return to work. A lecturer in 
political science at Kuwait University, in her 
mid-50s, told Amnesty International that 
Iraqi soldiers came to her home in the Sabah 
al-Salem district on 25 August and insisted 
that she return to work. She argued, point
ing out that there were no students to teach. 
Here she continues her story: 

"A few days later, on 28 or 29 August, they 
came back. This time they searched the en
tire house. There were eight of them, carry
ing weapons, and they arrived at eight in the 
morning. The children were still having 
breakfast. They asked, "Do you have weap
ons? Do you have foreigners here?" We said 
no. Before leaving, they threatened that if a 
single shot was fired from our house they 
would blow it up. They were registering the 
names of all foreigners in peoples' homes, in
cluding Indians and other Asians. They said 
that if any of these foreigners escaped, they 
would arrest us and take us to Baghdad." 

Kuwaiti nationals arrested from their 
homes were invariably taken to the police 
station in the district where they lived. 
Some remained there throughout their pe
riod of detention, while others were moved 
to different places of detention in Kuwait 
City. Those detainees who were neither re
leased nor executed at that stage were subse
quently transferred to Iraq. The vast major
ity of police stations in Kuwait City have 
been used to hold detainees, as have the Ju
veniles Prison (Sijn al-Ahdath) in the dis
trict of al-Firdos and the Deportations Cen
tre (Markaz al-Ib'ad) in the district of al
Shuwaikh. No information has been received 
which indicates that Kuwait Central Prison 
(al-Sijn al-Markazi) in the district of al
Sulaibiyya has been used since the invasion 
to hold detainees. The prison is believed to 
have remained empty since 3 August, when 
an estimated 1,500 common law prisoners and 
some 50 sentenced political prisoners fled. 
One of these former political prisoners who 
subsequently fled to Iran told Amnesty 
International that much of the prison had 
been destroyed through fire in the first two 
weeks of August. 

Public buildings as well as private homes 
have also been used to hold detainees. They 
include the Muhafazat al-'Asima [City Gov
ernorate] building on al-Hilali Street; the 
faculties of Law and Literature of Kuwait 
University; government ministry buildings; 
Dasman Palace and Nayef palace; sports 
clubs (such as the Olympic Club in al-Nugra 
and al-Kadhima Sports Club in al-'Udailiyya; 
the building housing the Economic Develop
ment Fund (Sanduq al-Tanmiya al-Iqtisadi) 
in the district of al-Mirgab; and schools 
(such as 'Abdallah al-Salem Secondary 
School). The Iraqi Embassy building on al
Istiqlal Street has also been used as a place 
of detention. Private homes used for the 
same purpose have included those previously 
owned by members of the ruling al-Sabah 
family. Military buildings used to hold de
tainees include the Police Academy, al-Liwa' 
al-Sades military base on the al-Jahra' road 
and the 'Ali al-Salem base near the border 
with Saudi Arabia. Most former detainees 
interviewed by Amnesty International who 
were transferred to Iraq reported that they 
were take to Basra. Although in many cases 
they were not in a position to specify the 
prison or detention center, some said they 
were held in the Deportations Prison (Sijn 
al-Tasfirat) and the State Security Prison 
(Sijn al-Arnn al-Siyyasi). Others said they 
were also held briefly in police stations in 
other nearby towns, including al-Zubair and 
Safwan. Several thousand detainees are cur
rently reported to be held in prisons in Bagh
dad and Mosul, but Amnesty International 
has been unable to verify their numbers or 
obtain information on their places of deten
tion. Most are said to be military personnel. 

A 27-year-old Kuwaiti office employee who 
fled his country in mid-September told Am
nesty International of a former detainee 
whom he spoke to following his release: 

"As you know there is a shortage of food in 
peoples' homes. The resistance would some
times take food to the mosques, where peo
ple could go to eat. A young man was ar
rested by the Iraqis in al-Shamiyyeh dis
trict. He was carrying a leaflet distributed 
by the resistance, which said that 'supplies' 
were to be taken to the mosques and gave de
tails of the plan. The Iraqis probably 
thought that this meant military supplies 
rather than food. They arrested the man and 
tortured him by breaking his ribs. He was 26 
years old and was arrested on Tuesday 11 
September". 

A Kuwaiti journalist who fled his country 
on 20 August told Amnesty International of 
an incident which took place in mid-August: 

"I know of the case of Khaled 
... [surname withheld by Amnesty Inter
national], who worked as a telephone opera
tor in the Kuwaiti army. He lived in al
Sulaibiyya. He was arrested by the Iraqis 
with two others. He was a 'bidun' and the 
other two were Kuwaitis. They were taken to 
Bayan police station. They were arrested be
cause they had raised the Kuwaiti flag on 
their car. When we asked about them at the 
police station, the Iraqis told us that Khaled 
was going to be transferred to Baghdad. But 
I saw him the following day when he was re
leased. He had marks all over his body from 
having been beaten. He could not walk nor
mally as he had been subjected to falaqa for 
a prolonged period***." 

A former detainee, a 31-year-old Kuwaiti, 
said that he was stopped at a checkpoint on 
23 September and accused of stealing his own 
car. He was held for five days, initially in a 
school in the district of Salwa and later at 
al-Shuwaikh Security Directorate 
(Mudiriyyat Arnn al-Shuwaikh). According to 
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his testimony, he was slapped, punched and 
beaten with a hosepipe for one hour, and 
threatened with the rape of his mother. He 
said he was interrogated eleven times about 
opposition activities. Upon being released 
his car was returned to him, stripped of ev
erything inside it. Another former detainee, 
a 23-year-old labourer, told Amnesty Inter
national that he was arrested on 8 October: 

"The day before there had been an attack 
on Iraqi soldiers. The Iraqis were stopping 
all cars and taking people away. I was told 
to board a bus near the checkpoint, together 
with 12 or 13 others. The bus took us to 
Bayan police station. I was held there for 
three days and interrogated about the resist
ance. Then they took me to a school, where 
I was interrogated by two officers and two 
soldiers. They applied electricity to my 
chest, head and arms. I felt paralysed for 
nearly three days. They also poured an acid
like liquid on my back and used a pincer-like 
device which they placed around my fingers 
and tightened. I was released one week later 
after my friends paid a bribe." 

Among the children interviewed by Am
nesty International was a 16-year-old Ku
waiti boy, a student at al-Farwaniyya Sec
ondary School. He was arrested on 1 October 
after violating the night curfew: 

"I was taken to al-Rabia police station and 
put in a cell with four others. I was held for 
five days, and interrogated daily usually at 
about 3 pm. I was asked about my father, 
brothers and friends. During interrogation, a 
second person would come in and punch me 
or beat me with a belt. Each session usually 
lasted about half an hour. After five days my 
left arm was marked with the letter H using 
a hot skewer. I was told that if I got into any 
more trouble it would mean certain death. 
Then I was released and told to go home." 

Incidents such as these, as well as the pre
vailing climate of fear, also took their toll 
on the younger children. Here, a Kawaiti 
housewife in her late thirties who left the 
country at the end of August described to 
Amnesty International one aspect of this: 

"As a result of these tactics, the children 
were in a permanent state of fright. Many of 
them developed a stutter and could not talk 
normally. Others began suffering from un
controlled urination. We tried to cure their 
stutter by taking them up on the rooftops 
with us where we shouted Allahu Akbar in 
protest at the Iraqi invasion. At first the 
children had difficulty in getting the words 
out, but we urged them to shout at the top 
of their voices. After several attempts, some 
of them regained normal speech." 

The vast majority of former detainees 
· interviewed by Amnesty International stated 
that they were not brought before any judi
cial authority throughout their detention 
period, and had remained in the sole custody 
of arresting and interrogating officials. Al
most all were held incommunicado and were 
routinely denied visits from family, friends, 
lawyers or doctors. Although some detainees 
were accused of specific offences, no 'official' 
charges as such were brought against them, 
even though in some cases the interrogating 
officials informed them of the punishment 
'by law' for the offences they had committed. 
For example, several of those interviewed 
had been accused of 'illegal entry' into Ku
wait (this pertained largely to Kuwaitis who 
entered the country after the invasion, ei
ther to assist their families in fleeing or to 
participate in the opposition against Iraqi 
forces). In some of those cases, the detainees 
were informed that the punishment for 'ille
gal entry' was five to eight years' imprison
ment. As far as Amnesty International is 

aware, however, such punishments have not 
been codified in law. At the same time, de
tainees accused of offences said to be punish
able by long term imprisonment have often 
been released within days or weeks. The de
cision to release appears to be as arbitrary 
as the decision to arrest. Amnesty Inter
national received details of the following in
cident from a group of Kuwaitis reporting di
rectly from Kuwait on 10 November: 

"In the district of al-Faiha' an [Iraqi] offi
cer asked to enter the cooperative society 
without standing in the queue. The young 
men from the society told him to wait for his 
turn. In the evening the same officer re
turned, accompanied by a number of soldiers. 
They took five of the young men who worked 
at the cooperative society to the police sta
tion and charged them with stealing cars be
longing to the municipality. An order was is
sued to detain them for 15 days in order to 
bring them to trial in Basra. But after an 
offer of 'presents' (a video and television) of 
the issuing of a letter from the municipality 
confirming that the cars had been given to 
the cooperative society, the young men were 
released.'' 

Of the scores of people interviewed, only 
for former detainees stated that they had 
been brought before a judge, three of them in 
Iraq and the fourth in Kuwait. A 23-year-old 
Kuwaiti student [name withheld by Amnesty 
International] arrest in the third week of 
September in al-Salmiyya, stated that he 
was held for eighteen days, first in Kuwait 
City and then in Iraq. He had not been in Ku
wait when the invasion took place, but had 
returned to help his family leave. He stated 
that he was tortured throughout his deten
tion period, including with electric shocks. 
After two days' detention in Kuwait City, he 
was taken to Basra and held for one week in 
a place he described as the 'offices of Iraqi 
intelligence'. Here he continues his story: 

"After that I was transferred by bus to an 
ordinary prison. The drive was about 15 min
utes. I was told I had to pay for the bus fare, 
which I did with the little money I had on 
me. In the prison I was held in a large hall, 
where there were hundreds of detainees. I re
mained in the prison for eight days, and then 
32 of the detainees were summoned for trial. 
I was one of them. We were taken to another 
building which had a sign on the outside say
ing 'Basra Court'. We sat in a waiting room, 
and then each of us was brought before a 
judge individually. I didn't know whether he 
was really a judge, but the sign on the door 
of his office said 'The Judge'. He wore civil
ian clothes. There was also an officer in the 
room, taking notes. I was before the judge 
for three minutes altogether. He asked me 
for my name and why I had returned to Ku
wait. The charge against me was entering 
the country illegally (when I was first ar
rested I was accused of espionage). Then the 
judge asked me to sign a statement, the con
tents of which I was given no opportunity to 
read. He warned me that if I was caught 
again I would be executed. I was taken back 
to the waiting room while the other detain
ees went through the same process. When it 
was over, we were taken back to the prison 
where they gave us back our identity docu
ments and released us. A few of us took a 
taxi as far as Safwan, and from there entered 
Kuwait." 

Another 23-year-old Kuwaiti [name with
held by Amnesty International], formerly in 
the armed forces, was arrested at a check
point in al-'Ardiyya on 12 August. He stated 
that one of his neighbours had informed 
Iraqi soldiers at al-Firdos police station that 

· he had hidden weapons in the basement of 

his home. He was held in Kuwait City for ten 
days until his interrogators, a captain and a 
first lieutenant, "said they would release me 
in exchange for a television, a video machine 
and video cassettes. Another Iraqi soldier at 
the station also told me to bring perfumes, a 
suitcase and car tyre." Following his release 
he left Kuwait for Saudi Arabia and then re
turned on around 4 September when he was 
arrested again with five other Kuwaitis who 
had entered Kuwait with him. They were all 
held for six days in al-Jahra' police station 
and then transferred to Basra, where they 
were taken to the Deportations Prison (Sijn 
al-Tasfirat). The following is his account of 
what happened later: 

"We were put in a cell measuring 4 x 3 
metres where there were already other de
tainees: nine Iraqis, two Syrians and four 
Jordanians. The Iraqi detainees were wear
ing army uniforms. They had been accused of 
looting. The two Syrians had been accused of 
carrying false car documents. We stayed 
there for three days without being interro
gated, but occasionally the guards would 
show us other detainees who had been tor
tured, just to frighten us. On the third day 
they took the six of us, together with the 
Syrian and Jordanian detainees, to police 
headquarters in Safwan. We travelled by car, 
and they asked us to pay the fare for the 
journey. We were told we were going to be 
executed. [In Safwan] we were put in a cell 
where about sixty people of various nation
alities were held. A while later an Iraqi man 
appeared. He said he was a lawyer and identi
fied himself as ... [name withheld by Am
nesty International]. He said to us he could 
secure our release in return for 4,000 Iraqi di
nars per person. None of us had asked for a 
lawyer. He had come of his own accord, look
ing for cases. We said we had Saudi rivals, 
which the lawyer said he would accept. He 
then advised us that when we were brought 
before the judge, we should say that we had 
returned to Kuwait in order to look for our 
sheep. At 6 pm that evening an Iraqi officer, 
known as Ra'ed, interrogated the six of us. 
He asked us what we had to say to explain 
our situation. The lawyer was present during 
the session. We repeated what he had in
structed us to say. At 7 am the following 
morning we were taken on foot to the court 
in Safwan. The judge did not speak to us, but 
wrote something down and then informed us 
that we were being released. The whole proc
ess barely lasted one minute. I don't know 
what happened to the Jordanian and Syrian 
detainees. They were still being held when 
we left." 

As mentioned earlier, it was not possible 
to determine in many cases the reasons be
hind the release of detainees. However, three 
essential preconditions appear to apply in 
most cases. Firstly, detainees are required to 
sign statements declaring their allegiance to 
President Saddam Hussein and the Iraqi 
Government. And their agreement to cooper
ate with the Iraqi authorities (principally by 
acting as informers). Secondly, release was 
invariably accompanied by the payment of 
bribes. Many former detainees and relatives 
of detainees told Amnesty International that 
they had to pay sums of money and provide 
certain goods requested by the interrogating 
officials. In this regard, the goods most in 
demand have been television sets and video 
machines, although, as the case mentioned 
above demonstrates, other requests may be 
made. One 17-year-old former detainee said 
that his interrogators offered him his release 
in exchange for an Indian or Filipino woman 
[see Appendix A2]. Thirdly, detainees are re
quired to provide detailed information on 
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themselves and their relatives, such as that 
described below by a Red Crescent doctor re
leased from detention on 11 October: 

"Upon release, the Iraqis asked us to pro
vide detailed information about our families. 
They wanted the names, addresses and pro
fessions of my own immediate family, my 
brothers and sisters, my brothers-in-law and 
my paternal uncles and their families. When 
all this information was written down, we 
were made to sign an undertaking that if we 
talked about what happened to us, members 
of our families would be harmed, and that 
the penalty was death. They also asked us 
for information about any past political ac
tivity and any period spent in detention. 
They even took down information on our 
educational qualifications. The statement 
we were made to sign also said that all the 
information we had provided was correct, 
and that if any of it proved false, the penalty 
was death. We also had to undertake to in
form the Iraqis of any political crimes we 
heard about." 

A number of people interviewed by Am
nesty International also stated that detain
ees who had been badly mutilated as a result 
of torture were either kept in detention, pre
vented from leaving Kuwait or executed. 
This appears to be a more recent develop
ment, prompted in all likelihood by wide
spread media coverage of human rights 
abuses being perpetrated by Iraqi forces in 
Kuwait. The 17-year-old former detainee 
mentioned above, who was released in early 
October, stated that just prior to release: 

"* * * they transferred us to Muhafazat 
al'Asima where we were examined. I hid the 
traces of torture on my body in order to 
avoid being executed, because anyone who 
has clear traces of torture on his body or is 
suffering from permanent damage is exe
cuted." 

Families were given no official notification 
of the arrest, place of detention and subse
quent movement of detainees, and had to ob
tain such information through their own ef
forts. During the first two weeks of the inva
sion, relatives of detainees routinely en
quired about them with Iraqi military per
sonnel who had taken charge of the local po
lice stations. In some instances, the families 
were told that the detainees had been trans
ferred to Iraq, and that all further enquires 
should be made to the authorities there. 
However, in the vast majority of cases, Iraqi 
forces denied having the detainees in their 
custody. Those arrested had therefore effec
tively "disappeared" in detention, and their 
families remained ignorant of their false fate 
and whereabouts until they had either been 
released or executed. In the latter case, the 
bodies of the victims would either be found 
in the streets of Kuwait City, or else dumped 
outside their homes [see section 6]. 

As incidents of arrests and killings multi
plied from mid-August, the families of those 
who had "disappeared" became increasingly 
reluctant to make enquiries about them for 
fear of being arrested themselves. A 31-year
old Kuwaiti doctor told Amnesty Inter
national of one such case: 

"The young man [a Kuwaiti, name with
held by Amnesty International] went to en
quire about his cousin who was held in al
Rigga police station. When he kept insisting 
he was taken inside the police station. He 
was stripped of his clothes and told to pray. 
When he kneeled down they started kicking 
and beating him. He was suspended from a 
fan for several hours and was told to sit on 
a bottle. He was released several days later 
with a message to everyone, that this is the 
punishment for those who ask about any de-

tainees. He was in a very bad psychological 
state. This happened in the first week of Sep
tember." 

Instead, the families of detainees turned 
for help to the Red Cresent, to whom many 
of the bodies found in the streets were being 
referred. A member of the Red Crescent's ad
ministrative council described the situation 
to Amnesty International: 

"In the early days of the invasion, we tried 
to raise with the Iraqis the cases of detainees 
as well as those who had disappeared. There 
were many such cases in Kuwait. When a 
young man steps out of his house, there is a 
likelihood that he will not return. The fami
lies of the disappeared tried to enquire about 
them with the Iraqis in all possible places, 
but to no avail. So they used to come to the 
Red Crescent in the hope that we had some 
information. Prior to the invasion, the Ku
waiti Red Crescent had professional links 
with the Iraqi Red Crescent, and we tried to 
use those connections in order to obtain in
formation about the detainees. We were not 
successful in this. All we could do was to ask 
the families to write down for us the names 
and details of those missing, in case we 
should come across them in the future .... 

On 16 September, six Red Crescent workers 
were arrested by Iraqi soldiers. They were 
taken away from their premises on the pre
text that they were to attend a meeting with 
the Iraqi Minister of Health who was visiting 
Kuwait. Instead, they were taken to Nayef 
Paiace, which is being used as a detention 
centre. They were held there for 26 days. Fol
lowing their release, the Red Crescent head
quarters were closed down, and Iraq subse
quently announced that the Iraqi and Kuwait 
Red Crescent societies had been merged. 

The following is a father's account of his 
attempts to find one of his sons, Hassan, a 
24-year-old teacher. He was arrested from his 
home on 16 September, together with his 
younger brother, 'Abdallah, a student aged 
18. 'Abdallah was brought back nine days 
later and shot dead in front of his parent's 
home [see Section 6 below], while Hassan re
mained in detention. The father, a Kuwaiti 
aged 53, told Amnesty International how he 
tried to find him [the names of both sons 
have been changed to prevent identification]: 

"When I returned to my house after the 
burial [of 'Abdallah], a Palestinian whom I 
did not know came up to me and asked if I 
was the father of . . . (mentioning the 
names of my other sons who were in the 
armed forces). When I replied yes, he warned 
me: "Your sons were in the armed forces. 
You had better escape or they will come 
after you." So I spent the next week in hid
ing, moving from house to house and sleep
ing in different places. Then I felt I must 
look for my son, Hassan. I enquired about 
him everywhere. I went to the police sta
tions in al-Rigga, al-Ahmadi, al-Sabahiyya. 
Khaitan, but did not find him. At one of 
these police stations the Iraqis asked me if I 
was a Kuwaiti. I said yes, and they mocked 
me: "Your sons are the sons of Jaber and 
Sa'ad" [referring to the Amir of Kuwait and 
the Crown Prince]. Finally, I was told he was 
at Markaz al-Ib'ad [the Deportation Centre]. 
When I went there, the soldiers told me that 
they would release Hassan in exchange for a 
television, a video and 500 dinars. So I went 
home and returned with these items. I was 
kept waiting for several hours. At 3.15 in the 
afternoon Hassan was brought out. He could 
not walk, the soldiers were carrying him. I 
put him in the car and took him to the home 
of my brother-in-law in al-Rumaithiyya. 
Hassan had been badly tortured and his face 

was swollen from having been beaten. I did 
not dare to take him to any of the hospitals. 
So we waited, and at the first opportunity we 
left Kuwait ... " 

A 24-year-old Kuwaiti, formerly a lieuten
ant in the National Guard, describes below 
how he learned of the fate of his father who, 
according to a former detainee held with him 
at al-Firdos police station, had been trans
ferred to a hospital. The father had been ar
rested in the district of al-Sabahiyya in later 
August on suspicion of taking part in opposi
tion activities: 

"When [the former detainee) told me that 
my father was in hospital, I went looking for 
him in the hospital, I went looking for him 
in the hospitals but I couldn't find him. I 
looked in the cemeteries but I couldn't find 
him. Then I was advised to go to al-Amiri 
Hospital where ... photographs of the dead 
(had been taken]. There, I saw a photograph 
of my father. There were traces of beatings 
on his head, an open wound in his stomach 
and the skin on his face was flayed. I left the 
hospital with my cousin, and we came across 
a checkpoint near al-Hamra Cinema. [The 
soldier] told us to produce identification and 
asked me why I was crying. My cousin re
plied that my father had died. The soldier 
said that it was no problem that my father 
had died. My cousin told him that my father 
was more honourable than any Iraqi ... " 

Both the former lieutenant and his cousin 
were arrested at this point and held for five 
days. 

The detention of Western and other foreign 
nationals 

The information in this section relates to 
the period up to 6 December, when President 
Saddam Hussein announced that all detained 
Western and other nationals were to be re
leased and allowed to leave Iraq. Develop
ments after 6 December are not referred to in 
this document. 

On 19 August, seventeen days after the in
vasion, the Iraqi authorities ordered all 
Western foreign nationals in Kuwait to as
semble in three hotels in Kuwait City-the 
Regency Palace, the Meridien and the Inter
national Hotel. They announced that these 
nationals may be transferred for detention 
at key military and industrial sites in order 
to deter military attacks against Iraq. Al
though none were actually detained on that 
day, the announcement marked the begin
ning of what is now commonly referred to as 
Iraq's 'human shield' policy. On 20 August, 
British and French government sources con
firmed that 82 Britons and six French na
tionals were moved from hotels in Kuwait 
and taken to unknown destinations. In addi
tion, some 200 British and American nation
als who had also been transferred from Ku
wait to Iraq were detained in several hotels 
in Baghdad. On 21 August, the Iraqi authori
ties confirmed that some foreign nationals 
had been transferred to m111tary sites in 
Iraq. 

Subsequently, hundreds of foreign nation
als were rounded up in Kuwait City and 
taken to Iraq. They included French, British, 
American, Australian, German, Dutch, Bel
gian, Scandinavian and Italian nationals, as 
well as Japanese nationals. Hundreds of oth
ers of these and other western nationalities 
who were either working in or visiting Iraq 
at the time were also detained in hotels in 
Baghdad or transferred to undisclosed loca
tions. In the third week of August, the Iraqi 
authorities announced that some 13,000 West
ern, Soviet and Japanese nationals would 
not be permitted to leave Iraq or Kuwait 
until United States troops withdrew from 
Saudi Arabia and the sanctions against Iraq 
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were lifted. Nevertheless, up until 6 Decem
ber, several hundred of these foreign nation
als were allowed to leave Iraq, largely fol
lowing visits by former heads of state and 
political leaders from countries including 
Britain, France, the United States, Austria, 
Germany, Japan and the Soviet Union. The 
majority remained in Iraq, however, and 
were dubbed 'guests' by the host country. 
The precise numbers of those among them 
who, at the time of writing, were detained in 
strategic military and industrial installa
tions, were not known. According to one es
timate, some 600 British, Japanese and 
American nationals were being held at an es
timated thirty sites in both Iraq and Kuwait, 
while up to 2,000 Western nationals remained 
in hiding in Kuwait [figures compiled by the 
Associated Press news agency]. 

The Iraqi authorities have said nothing to 
suggest that these foreign nationals are 
being held on grounds other than their na
tionality. President Saddam Hussein re
cently reaffirmed that they have not been 
charged with any offence. In an interview 
broadcast on British television on 12 Novem
ber, he said the following: 

"If you ask these guests, whom you call 
hostages, who have returned to Britain: did 
Iraq ask anything of you in return for lifting 
the restrictions on travel ... they will reply 
that nothing [was asked]. Therefore ... 
they are not hostages. And if you ask them: 
did Iraq charge you with anything or inter
rogate you, they will reply no. Therefore 
they are not imprisoned, and the description 
of detention and imprisonment does not 
apply to them . . . " 

Semantics aside, however, it is beyond 
doubt that these detentions are arbitrary 
and violate international human rights 
norms. Furthermore, all foreign nationals 
detained since 2 August have been denied 
consular access. Foreign diplomats in Ku
wait were themselves stripped of diplomatic 
immunity when the Iraqi authorities an
nounced that all embassies in the country 
should cease to operate by 24 August. 

Scores of Western nationals took refuge in 
their embassies in Kuwait City in the third 
week of August when the 'human shield' pol
icy began to be implemented, but most re
mained in hiding elsewhere. A group of Brit
ish and American nationals who, at the time 
of writing, were in hiding in Kuwait de
scribed their situation thus in a report they 
had compiled dated 6 November. 

"We have been in hiding at various loca
tions for over three months. We never go 
outside and the only daylight we see is by 
peeping round a curtain. As for escape, that 
is totally impossible. We would have to get 
through as many as six checkpoints manned 
by armed Iraqi soldiers to reach the desert. 
Even if we got that far, which is very un
likely, we face the prospect of being shot 
without warning by soldiers in and around 
Kuwait." 

One British national was in fact shot dead 
on 11 August as he tried to cross the Kuwait
Saudi Arabian border [see Section 6 below]. 
The situation became more precarious with 
the introduction of the death penalty for 
harbouring Western nationals on 25 August. 
Several Kuwaiti former detainees inter
viewed by Amnesty International stated that 
during interrogation, they were questioned 
on the whereabouts of foreigners. Many oth
ers reported that Iraqi soldiers conducted 
house-to-house searches looking for foreign
ers, and that in some cases violence was used 
to detain them. On 5 September an American 
national, Miles Hoffman, was reported to 
have been shot in the arm while trying to 

evade capture from his home. Also in early 
September, a British man and his Filipino 
wife were allegedly beaten prior to their ar
rest. An account of that incident, as well as 
a general description of the situation, is pro
vided by a British woman who had been liv
ing in Kuwait and whose husband remained 
in hiding there. She told Amnesty Inter
national in October: 

"Our home was in al-Fahahil ... we heard 
lots of stories. I knew a British guy with a 
Filipino wife, he's about 35 or 40 years old. 
The Iraqis broke into their flat while they 
were in hiding in the back room. It was be
tween 1 and 3 September. They kicked the 
wife in the chest and her husband was badly 
beaten around the head. I think she's here 
now [in the United Kingdom], but he's a hos
tage ... My husband and I were in hiding al
most from the beginning. We went out only 
if it was absolutely necessary. Eight days 
after the invasion we moved from our flat be
cause it became unbearable. We were afraid 
the Iraqis would come, so we moved south
wards. Someone told us they were picking up 
Brits in house-to-house searches ... Now 
the situation is much worse. I got a letter 
from my husband on Friday, it was dated 25 
September and was smuggled out of Kuwait. 
He says there's an atmosphere of despair. He 
seems to think the soldiers are getting ready 
to move in, and it's a lot more tense than 
when I was there. He says they're picking up 
more Brits, and mentioned that at least 
twenty more were picked up last week. He's 
back to hiding in the attic now ... The Pal
estinians were helping with food, but they 
can't help any more because they don't have 
money ... " 

The 6 November report quoted earlier, 
which had been sent to Amnesty Inter
national (among others), gives further de
tails about the situation of some of the 
Western nationals: 

"We have to report that the American Em
bassy is now totally out of touch with the 
situation in Kuwait and the conditions under 
which its people and ourselves are surviving. 
They are virtually powerless to help us in 
any way. For us in hiding, it means that for 
our daily needs we have to rely totally on 
the goodwill and capabilities of the Kuwaiti 
people, whose patience is wearing very thin 
... An additional problem in respect of our 
security is now getting close. All Kuwaitis 
will become non-persons in their own coun
try on November 25 ... unless they register 
themselves for Iraqi citizenship. Those not 
complying will become fugitives from Iraqi 
justice in their own country and, like us, 
will have to go into hiding. Many others will 
take the opportunity to leave the country if 
possible before November 25th ... This will 
leave many of us in hiding without protec
tion. It will assuredly force large numbers of 
us to give ourselves up, as there will be no
body to supply us with food." 

The 25 November deadline for the taking 
up of Iraqi identity documents has since 
been extended by one month. An earlier re
port sent in mid-October by the same group 
of British and American nationals gave de
tails of the case below, which highlighted the 
predicament of Western nationals in hiding 
who required medical attention: 

"A Scotsman in hiding in Kuwait City was 
rushed to a hospital with a perforated ulcer. 
He had been reluctant to expose himself for 
fear of capture, despite his condition. Unfor
tunately the man died in the hospital. His 
body has still not been released by the Iraqis 
for burial." 

4. TORTURE AND ILL-TREATMENT OF DETAINEES 

In the period August to November, Am
nesty International interviewed scores of de
tainees who stated that they had been tor
tured while in the custody of Iraqi forces. 
The majority of the victims were Kuwaiti 
males between the ages of 16 and 35, some of 
whom still bore marks of torture on their 
bodies when interviewed. Amnesty Inter
national has also received numerous other 
testimonies from the families of torture vic
tims, the doctors who examined them and, in 
the cases of those who died, the people who 
buried them. Some have also given accounts 
of the torture and ill-treatment of women 
generally, who are said to have been sub
jected to beatings and rape. The methods of 
torture and ill-treatment said to have been 
used by the Iraqi forces since 2 August are 
listed in detail at the end of this section. 

Iraqi forces at all levels appear to have 
been involved in the infliction of torture on 
detainees. They include ordinary soldiers 
from Iraq's regular army, senior military 
personnel, and agents of Iraqi intelligence 
and the security forces. Based on the infor
mation it has received and the interviews it 
has conducted, Amnesty International be
lieves that torture is being systematically 
used during interrogation, both in order to 
extract information and as punishment. It is 
during this period that torture is described 
at its most brutal, when the interrogation 
methods used by Iraqi forces have frequently 
resulted in permanent physical or mental 
damage. The condition of detainees under 
such circumstances is compounded by their 
deprivation of medical treatment while in 
custody and, following their release, by the 
almost total absence of medical facilities. 

Two categories of detainees appear to have 
been targetted for particularly severe tor
ture: actual or suspected members of the Ku
waiti armed forces, National Guard, police 
and security forces, and individuals sus
pected of having participated in armed re
sistance against Iraqi forces. However, oth
ers have been tortured for involvement in 
non-violent activities such as peaceful dem
onstrations (in the early days of the inva
sion), writing anti-Iraq slogans on walls, pos
sessing opposition leaflets and raising the 
Kuwaiti flag. In large measure, torture in 
these cases was aimed at punishing such acts 
of defiance. It was also aimed at extracting 
information about the identity of persons in
volved in opposition activities, the locations 
of such activities, and the whereabouts of in
dividuals or families being sought by the 
Iraqi authorities. In other cases, the objec
tive was to force detainees to cooperate with 
Iraqis after release by acting as informers. 
Coupled with that was forcing them to make 
statements against the Kuwaiti ruling fam
ily and government and making declarations 
of allegiance to Iraq's President Saddam 
Hussein. Finally, the sheer brutality of the 
torture inflicted on detainees was designed 
to terrorize the population at large and to 
discourage others from expressing in what
ever form their opposition to the Iraqi pres
ence in Kuwait. 

Appendix A of this document contains the 
testimonies of eight Kuwaiti men and youths 
who stated to Amnesty International that 
they had been tortured at the hands of Iraqi 
forces [their names have been withheld at 
their own request]: 

Al. A former interrogator in his early 30s, 
arrested on 22 September after being found 
in possession of a leaflet giving information 
on chemical weapons. He was detained for 
one week, principally at al-Farwaniyya po-
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lice station, and subjected to beatings, kick
ing, burning of the skin and sexual torture. 

A2. A 17-year-old student arrested in early 
September after being found in possession of 
a gun and leaflets containing information on 
weaponry. He was detained for 36 days in sev
eral detention centres in Kuwait City and 
later in Basra and subjected to beatings, 
mock execution, falaqa [beatings on the 
soles of the feet], electric shocks and threat
ened with sexual torture. 

A3. A 32-year-old office clerk arrested on 3 
August as he returned home after buying 
foodstuffs from the local cooperative society. 
He was detained for five days at al
Sulaibiyya police station and subjected to 
beatings and electric shocks, and was shot in 
the leg at point blank range. 

A4. A 22-year-old student arrested on 24 
August following house-to-house searches in 
the district of al-Rawda. He was detained for 
eight days in al-Rawda and al-Farwaniyya 
police stations, and subjected to beatings, 
kicking, and falaqa. Cigarettes were extin
guished on his body and his leg was slashed 
with a knife. 

A5. A 38-year-old man arrested on 5 Sep
tember after another detainee allegedly re
vealed that he was active in the armed oppo
sition. He was detained for one week at the 
Kuwait General Staff headquarters in the 
district of al-Shuwaikh and later in Basra. 
He was subjected to beatings, mock execu
tion, exposure to hot and cold temperatures, 
electric shocks and suspension from a rotat
ing fan. 

A6. A man in his 30s arrested twice, in the 
third week of August and later on 20 Septem
ber and accused of being member of the Ku
waiti armed forces and of having partici
pated in opposition activities. He was held 
for four days in a school and at al-Jahra' po
lice station and subjected to beatings, kick
ing, electric shocks and the placing of heavy 
weights on his body. 

A7. A 23-year-old student arrested around 
22 September after returning to Kuwait to 
assist his family in fleeing the country. He 
was detained for eighteen days in several de
tention centers in Kuwait City and later in 
Basra. He was subjected to beatings, whip
ping, exposure to cold air and to the sun for 
prolonged periods, as well as electric shocks. 

AB. A 31-year-old man arrested on 14 Sep
tember at his home during a diwaniyya [a 
traditional male gathering where social and 
political issues are discussed]. He was de
tained for three weeks at al-Farwaniyya and 
al-Jahra' police stations as well as a private 
home in Kuwait City, and later in Basra. He 
was subjected to beatings, electric shocks, 
mock execution, was forced to watch his rel
atives being tortured and was himself tor
tured in front of them. 

Numerous other testimonies have reached 
Amnesty International, fro;n which only a 
selected few are published in this document. 
The following is an extract from • ... he testi
mony of a Kuwaiti former detainee held in 
al-Kadhima Sports Club. Here he describes 
the condition of other detainees held with 
him, including that of a 13-year-old boy: 

"One of the soldiers led us into the squash 
court, and we saw many Kuwaitis of dif
ferent ages, ranging between 13 and 45. Some 
of them had fainted from torture. I sat next 
to a 13-year-old boy whose body looked blue. 
I asked him, "What have you confessed to?" 
He said: "My crime was to shout Allahu 
Akbar and every oppressor, and I was tor
tured with electricity for four days. The skin 
on my back was peeling and I can only sleep 
while sitting." There was another young 
man who was unable to stand or hold any-
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thing because the skin on his hands and feet 
had split and peeled from being tortured 
with flames. Worse than that, I saw one of 
the young men from the resistance whose 
finger and toenails had been extracted, and 
whose body was blue from [the application 
of] electricity. He had become blind because 
they had used a kind of caustic substance to 
torture him. He was barely alive, unaware of 
what was happening around him. [Then he 
told me who he was and said], "Take care of 
my parents because I am their only son and 
they have no one in the world except me". I 
asked him, "Why have you done this?" So he 
said, ''There is nothing more precious to me 
than my father and mother, except my coun
try .... If Kuwait is thirsty I will water it 
with my blood". He started singing, "I am a 
Kuwaiti", and I started crying, not from fear 
but because of the situation we were in ... " 

A 38-year-old Kuwaiti housewife told Am
nesty International of the case of her neigh
bour's son, an 18-year-old Kuwaiti boy ac
cused of distributing leaflets: 

My neighbour's son ... [name withheld by 
Amnesty International] was arrested at the 
end of August in the district of al-Surra 
where he lived. It was Friday night, after the 
evening prayers. He was detained for about 
ten days. His mother went to al-Surra police 
station to look for him, but the Iraqis told 
her he was not there. Ten days later he was 
released. He had been held at al-Farwaniyya 
police station. I went to my neighbour's 
house to see them. Her son could not speak 
or walk normally. He had been sexually as
saulted and electricity had been applied to 
his penis. They also applied electricity to his 
ears and lips, and suspended him from his 
feet." 

One of six Red Crescent workers held in 
Neyer Palace for 26 days in September and 
October described to Amnesty International 
what he had witnessed: 

"During our stay there, we used to see 
other detainees when we left our cell to go to 
the toilet. I saw about 30 or 40 people every 
day. Most of them appeared to have been 
beaten or otherwise tortured. The soldiers 
routinely kicked the detainees in the stom
ach, causing maximum damage with their 
heavy army boots. On one occasion I saw a 
man who was urinating blood, presumably 
due to the hemorrhage of the kidney. His fa
cial hair had been plucked out and his finger
nails pulled out. I saw an old man aged about 
60, and a young boy aged about nine. Another 
detainee I saw was being forced to walk after 
having been subjected to falaga. He was 
limping and screaming from the pain. His 
face and clothes were covered with blood. 
... " [None of the Red Crescent workers 
were subjected to physical torture while in 
detention, having been told by their guards 
that they were being held in a "five-star
jail "]. . 

A 24-year-old former detainee [name with
held by Amnesty illternational] who suffers 
from a ph,-sical handicap told of how he and 
others with similar disabilities had also been 
tortured: 

"I was with the resistance working in one 
of the districts of Kuwait. A detainee had 
given my name to the Iraqis. The soldiers ar
rested me from my home in al-Da'iyya at 
about midnight [in August]. They dragged 
me from my bedroom and took me to the 
local police station. The first day they beat 
me severely with a cane. I was held for ten 
days altogether, first at al-Da'iyya police 
station and then at Sijn al-Ahdath (the Juve
niles Prison) in al-Firdos. The only food I 
was given was hard bread. Some of the de
tainees at the police station were minors, 

aged about 14 or 15. I heard the screams of 
detainees being tortured. I was not subjected 
to electricity, only beatings. But my body 
was blue all over with bruises. An officer 
told me that I had been sentenced to death. 
I was beaten so hard that the aluminim rod 
which holds my calliper together broke (I 
suffer from paralysis of the right leg and 
have to wear a calliper constantly). In my 
cell there were two detainees, one aged 16 
and the other 25. The younger one was handi
capped-he was lame and used a crutch. He 
had been beaten on his face, which was blue 
with bruises." 

A Kuwaiti businesswoman in her late 20s 
who ran a marketing firm prior to the inva
sion told Amnesty International what had 
happened to one of her employees, a 25-year
old Palestinian who holds a Jordanian pass
port [name withheld by Amnesty Inter
national]: 

"He went to Basra to sell electronic equip
ment in order to buy vegetables and fruit to 
bring back to Kuwait. He was arrested on 9 
September after refusing to give the Iraqis 
some of the food he had brought back. His 
younger brother [name withheld] was ar
rested as well. They took them to al-Surra 
police station and held them for 4-5 hours. 
I saw [my employee] upon his release. He was 
in a terrible state, unable to walk. The soles 
of his feet were swollen. I saw marks of beat
ing on his body and his hands were covered 
with scratches. He told me they had taken 
off his clothes, blindfolded him, and then 
beaten him for about an hour with canes and 
then with electric batons. Then he was 
kicked by four soliders who wore heavy army 
boots. Before releasing him, they subjected 
him to Russian roulette [mock execution]. 
His brother received the same treatment." 

Several former detainees told Amnesty 
International that Iraqis had been held with 
them in the same detention centre. A Ku
waiti student held at al-Farwaniyya police 
station in September [see Appendix A2] said: 

"They took me back to the al-Farwaniyya 
and threw me back in the same room where 
I stayed four days ... then they took us out 
of the room and brought in four Iraqi sol
diers whose hair, eyebrows and moustaches 
had been shaved. The guards were beating 
them, saying that they were traitors and had 
brought shame upon their families . . . ". 

Another Kuwaiti student held at an Iraqi 
Intelligence centre in Basra in the third 
week of September [see Appendix A7] told 
Amnesty International: 

"[I was] put in a cell measuring 3x4 metres, 
together with about 25 other detainees. 
These detainees, from what I could gather, 
were all Iraqi civilians. One of them, aged 18, 
had been tortured with electricity. Another 
one had had his skin pierced with pins." 

Amnesty International has also inter
viewed several doctors who, following the l•·· 
vasion of Kuwait, worked as volu'.\W-eers in 
various hospitals. All of them stated that 
the bodies of victims of extrajudicial killings 
brought to the hospitals bore obvious signs 
of torture, some of them having been badly 
mutilated. Scores of these bodies have been 
photographed, and the photographs provide 
irrefutable evidence of the abuses committed 
by Iraqi forces [See Appendix D]. The follow
ing are two accounts provided by medical 
doctors to Amnesty International. 

*Account provided by a 31-year-old Kuwaiti 
doctor [name withheld by Amnesty Inter
national] whose specialization is occupa
tional medicine. He volunteered his services 
at al-Ahmadi and al-'Addan hospitals in Au
gust and September, and stated in respect of 
the former hospital: 
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"On average, five or six new bodies were 

brought to the hospital each day. All were 
males and most were in their 20s. Many bore 
marks of torture. Judging by the bodies that 
I personally saw, the methods of torture 
being used included the extinguishing of 
cigarettes on the body; burning of the skin 
with heated metal rods; application of elec
tricity; cutting off of the tongue and ear; 
gouging out of the eyes and the breaking of 
limbs. In most of these cases, the immediate 
cause of death appeared to be a single shot in 
the back of the head or, in a few cases, a shot 
in the ear or mouth. I also saw the body of 
a middle-aged man who appeared to have 
been strangled with a rope. Most of the vic
tims were Kuwaitis, but among those whom 
I came across were five Egyptians and one 
Iranian. Some of the victims had also had 
their fingernails extracted, and others had 
swollen feet with pockets of pus as a result 
of being subjected to falaqa for prolonged pe
riods. Some had marks round their ankles, 
consistent with having been suspended up
side down. One had been shot in the thigh. 
Those burned with heated implements had 
white marks on the affected areas, with 
black spots on them. One of the Egyptians I 
saw had been shot at point blank range in his 
hand, which looked as if it has been torn to 
pieces. Some had had their beards plucked 
out .... " 

*Account provided by a Kuwaiti medical 
doctor in his early 40s [name withheld by 
Amnesty International] who examined the 
bodies of victims at the Red Crescent head
quarters between August and October: 

"I personally examined about 60 bodies. In 
addition to the shot through the back of the 
head, some of them also bore marks of tor
ture, such as burns on various parts of the 
body. Some had broken limbs, others bore 
signs consistent with having been beaten 
with heavy implements. One victim had 
clearly had his beard plucked out, and others 
had had their finger and toenails pulled out. 
I came across three people who had been tor
tured with electricity on their genitals and 
back, and three others who had had ciga
rettes extinguished on their eyeballs. In 
some cases the immediate cause of death was 
not a bullet, but torture. One such body 
which I examined had no bullet wounds. The 
victim had been kicked and beaten exten
sively. His name was ... [name withheld by 
Amnesty International], aged 20, from al
Sulaibikhat. He had been arrested in early 
September while distributing food from the 
cooperative society to peoples' homes. His 
body was found lying in the streets ten days 
later ... " 

Several doctors also informed Amnesty 
International that Iraqi officials forced them 
to issue death certificates in respect of some 
victims, giving an incorrect cause of death. 
For example, the doctors would be forced to 
state that the victims had died of internal 
bleeding instead of torture or bullet wounds. 
According to one Red Crescent worker, this 
happened at al-Farwaniyya, al-Amiri, al
'Addan and Mubarak hospitals. 

All the torture victims referred to thus far 
in this document have been males. Although 
a number of former detainees interviewed by 
Amnesty International stated that they had 
either seen women held with them in the 
same detention centre or had heard their 
screams, none was able to provide detailed 
information on their treatment while in cus
tody. Female detainees were, in most cases, 
held apart from the men, either in separate 
cells or in different sections of the detention 
centre or prison. One passing reference to a 
female detainee was provided by one of the 

Red Crescent workers detained in Nayef Pal
ace in the period mid-September to mid-Oc
tober: 

"All the detainees I saw in Nayef Palace 
were males. However, late one evening I saw 
a woman being brought in. She was pregnant 
and was carrying a suitcase. I don't know her 
nationality, but she was Western. She was 
taken into the officers' room. Later I heard 
screams, and I think they were those of a 
woman. I don't know what happened to that 
woman, I didn't see her again." 

On the basis of the information received by 
Amnesty International, it was not possible 
to determine the extent to which the torture 
methods described above were used on 
women. Apart from psychological torture, 
such as having to watch their sons being 
shot [see Section 6], the prevalent form of 
torture used on women has been rape. By its 
very nature, this form of torture makes the 
victims, as well as their relatives, reluctant 
to talk about it. A number of men inter
viewed said they knew of cases of rape, but 
refused to reveal the names of the victims 
even in confidence. 

In this context, it has proved difficult to 
verify or substantiate the numerous reports 
of rape emanating from Kuwait since 2 Au
gust. In the first week of August, a British 
Airways stewardess was reported to have 
been raped by an Iraqi soldier on board a bus 
outside the Regency Palace Hotel in Kuwait 
City. One of the hotel's employees informed 
Amnesty International that the stewardess, 
a British national, was raped as she was 
about to accompany passengers to another 
hotel. Most incidents of rape reported in the 
first three weeks of the invasion, however, 
suggested that Asian women were the prime 
targets, particularly Indian and Filipino do
mestic servants. Eyewitnesses stated that 
they had seen some of these women being 
dragged out of their employers' homes by 
Iraqi soldiers, presumably for the purpose of 
raping them. One such account is that of an 
Indian male cook who, together with an In
dian maid identified as Mary, was employed 
by a Kuwaiti family at the time of the inva
sion. He told Amnesty International: 

"On 2 August, early in the morning, my 
boss received a telephone call. Immediately 
afterwards the family started packing their 
belongings. Then they called Mary and me 
and told us that they were leaving for Lon
don. My boss gave us the keys to the house 
and a few gold coins, told us to take care of 
ourselves and left. For one week we stayed 
alone in the house. Then about ten or fifteen 
Iraqi soldiers in two military vehicles ar
rived. They decided to take everything in the 
house, and ordered Mary and me to load the 
vehicles. This took two hours. When we fin
ished, two of the soldiers told Mary to go 
with them. Mary said to them, "Please, I am 
not coming with you, please help me". She 
was crying too much when she said this. The 
soldiers pushed her into one of the vehicles 
beside the driver while pointing a gun at her. 
Then one of them turned round to me and hit 
me in the chest with the butt of his machine 
gun. I didn't see Mary again." 

Such reports were rife in Kuwait, and al
though the actual extent of such incidents is 
impossible to assess, they gave rise to a cli
mate of very real fear among the Asian 
women. A 37-year-old Filipino staff nurse 
who was visiting Kuwait at the time of the 
invasion told Amnesty International: 

"[In August] there were about 20,000 Filipi
nos sheltering at our embassy in Kuwait. 
Some were inside the building, and the oth
ers were in three unfinished buildings near
by. Among them were housemaids who were 

alone and scared, their employers had been 
away on holiday. They were all scared, hav
ing heard stories of rape. I don't think they 
were safe even at the embassy-there were 
only seven officials working there." 

Since early September, Amnesty Inter
national has received reports that increas
ingly, Kuwaiti and other Arab women have 
been raped by Iraqi military personnel, al
though some cases were reported earlier. Ac
cording to Egyptian diplomatic sources, 
three Egyptian air stewardesses were raped 
at the Meridien Hotel on 3 August. An Egyp
tian female nurse working at Mubarak Hos
pital until early September told Amnesty 
International that she knew of several Arab 
women admitted to the hospital after being 
raped. She stated that she had personally 
participated in carrying out gynecological 
tests on one of them, a Palestinian woman in 
her early 20s, and that the test were positive. 
The nurse said that when she arrived at the 
hospital (in mid-August) the woman was 
hysterical, having apparently been taken to 
the district of Hawaii, raped by five soldiers 
and then thrown out onto the street. She 
also said that the previous day, a Kuwaiti 
woman was admitted to Mubarak Hospital, 
having been raped by Iraqi soldiers at her 
home in al-Salmiyya. A Kuwaiti doctor who 
had been working for the Red Crescent told 
Amnesty International that he knew of fif
teen incidents of rape in al-Jahra, fifteen in 
al-Rigga and three others at the Maternity 
Hospital. The victims were of various nation
alities, including Arab women. In another 
case, an Egyptian doctor working at al
Sabah Hospital told Amnesty International 
of a case he knew of: 

"I know of one Kuwaiti lady in al
Jabiriyya who has a 19-year-old daughter 
. . . I'm sorry I can't tell you the names, 
they're from, a very prominent family. It 
was at the end of August . . . the daughter 
went out to get some food. Three Iraqi sol
diers and one officer followed her and wanted 
to rape her. They followed her inside her 
villa. When the mother saw them she pleaded 
with them not to rape her as she was only a 
virgin. She asked them to rape her instead of 
her daughter, so they did." 

A Kuwaiti woman [name withheld by Am
nesty International] who left her country on 
29 November stated that Iraqi soldiers had 
threatened to rape her and her sister in front 
of their brother, a journalist who had been 
arrested on suspicion of involvement in op
position activities. The woman gave this as 
her reason for fleeing Kuwait, and she gave 
details of cases of rape she knew of. These in
cluded the rape of four Kuwaiti girls in front 
of their father in al-Rurnaithiyya in mid-No
vember. She also reported seeing a young 
Kuwaiti woman being held while completely 
naked at Sabah al-Salem police station dur
ing the two weeks prior to 29 November. She 
had apparently been repeatedly raped by 
Iraqi soldiers there. 

A Kuwaiti gynecologist and obstetrician 
working at the Maternity Hospital who left 
Kuwait in mid-November reported on two 
rape victims she had personally examined: 

"A Jordanian girl aged about 20 was raped 
by five Iraqi soldiers. She told me that they 
had abducted her when she left her building 
to go to the grocers. They abducted her, 
raped her and then threw her onto the street. 
She was later found by some Kuwaiti boys 
who brought her to the hospital. When I ex
amined her I found her vagina swollen from 
extensive penetration. She was also 
scratched and bruised on her face, back and 
hands. She was hysterical." 

"[On 11 November] when I was in the cas
ualties ward, the Iraqi police brought me two 
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girls. The first was a 22-year-old bidun and 
unmarried. She told me that while they were 
sleeping in their home at 6 am, Iraqi soldiers 
came and gathered them in the upper floor. 
They took her down to the ground floor, 
where an Iraqi soldier raped her anally sev
eral times. When I examined her, I found an 
injury 4cm. long from the anal opening to 
the vagina. She needed five stitches. I also 
noticed bruises and injuries on her body due 
to resistance. Then she told me that the 
Iraqis also brought her older sister and as
saulted her. So I examined her sister, who 
was 26 years old and married. I found that 
she had been raped vaginally and anally. She 
told me that they had raped her and then 
stole her family's money and gold. I have 
heard of many cases of this kind, but they 
did not come to the hospital because of the 
shame.'' 

Methods of torture and ill-treatment 
The following are details of allegations of 

torture and ill-treatment which have been 
made to Amnesty International since 2 Au
gust, some of which are supported by medi
cal evidence and photographic material [see 
Appendices C and D). These reports are en
tirely consistent with methods of torture 
and ill-treatment known to have been used 
in Iraq over many years, and some of which 
are also supported by medical evidence [see 
in particular Amnesty International 's report 
entitled "Torture in Iraq 1982-1984", pub
lished in April 1985, and the organization's 
annual reports]. 
It should be noted that not all of the meth

ods listed below are said to have been widely 
used since 2 August. Those methods which 
have been alleged only in a few cases brought 
to Amnesty International's attention are 
marked with an asterisk (*). 

1. Beatings on all parts of the body, involv
ing punching, slapping, delivering Karate
style blows and kicking with heavy army 
boots. Implements used for beating include 
canes, metal rods, whips, steel cables, 
hosepipes, rubber truncheons and rifle butts. 

2. Falaqa: prolonged beating on the soles of 
the feet. Sometimes the detainee is then 
forced to walk or run. 

3. Suspending the detainee by the feet, or 
by the arms which are tied behind the back. 

4. Beating the detainee while suspended 
from a rotating fan in the ceiling. 

5. Breaking of the arms, legs or ribs; dis
locating elbow and shoulder joints. 

6. Lifting the detainee high up in the air 
and then dropping him, sometimes resulting 
in the fracturing of bones. 

7. Applying pressure to the fingers with a 
clamp-like instrument. 

8. Slashing the face, arms or legs with 
knives. 

9. Extracting finger and toenails. 
*10. Boring a hole in the leg, apparently 

with a type of drilling tool. 
11. Cutting off of the tongue and ear. 
12. Gouging out of the eyes. 
*13. Castration. 
*14. Hammering nails into the hands. 
15. Piercing the skin with pins or staplers. 
16. Shooting the detainee in the arm or leg 

at point blank range followed by deprivation 
of the necessary medical treatment. 

17. Rape of women (including virgins) and 
young men. 

18. Inserting bottle necks, sometimes when 
broken, into the rectum. 

*19. Tying a string around the penis and 
pulling it tightly. 

*20. Pumping air using a pipe through the 
anus, particularly of young boys. 

21. Applying electricity to sensitive parts 
of the body, including the ears, lips, tongue, 

fingers, toes and genitals. Sometimes the de
tainee is doused with water prior to the ad
ministration of electricity. The electrical in
struments used include electric batons as 
well as wires fitted with clips (like those 
used to recharge car batteries but smaller in 
size). 

22. Burning various parts of the body, in
cluding the genitals, with domestic appli
ances such as electric irons, with heated 
metal rods, or with a naked flame. 

23. Extinguishing cigarettes on the eye
balls or on various parts of the body, includ
ing the genitals, nipples, chest and hands. 

24. Pouring hot and cold water alternately 
over the detainee. 

25. Placing the detainee in a cold, air-con
ditioned room for several hours, and then 
immediately into a heated room. 

*26. Pouring an acid-like substance onto 
the skin. 

27. Pouring caustic substances onto the 
eyes, causing blindness. 

28. Plucking facial hair, particularly the 
beard, with pincers or pliers. 

29. Placing heavy weights on the detainee's 
body. 

30. Spitting into the detainee's mouth. 
31. Exposing the detainee to the sun for 

several hours at a stretch without water. 
32. Subjecting the detainee to mock execu

tion. This includes holding the head below 
water to the point of near suffocation; going 
through the motions of execution by firing 
squad; and holding a gun to the head or in 
the mouth and pulling the trigger. 

33. Forcing the detainee to watch others 
being tortured, or to hear their screams. 

34. Raping, or torturing the detainee's rel
atives in his or her presence; threatening the 
detainee with such acts. 

35. Threatening the detainee with torture 
methods such as the electric chair [al-Kursi 
al-RajjaJl, or with death by immersion in an 
acid bath. 

36. Deprivation of medical treatment. 
37. Deprivation of sleep, food, water, fresh 

air and toilet or washing facilities. 
38. Degrading the detainee by using ob

scene language or insults. 
5. THE DEATH PENALTY 

Within a month of the invasion of Kuwait, 
Iraq's Revolutionary Command Council 
(RCC) had passed resolutions introducing the 
death penalty for three offenses: On August 
11 for the hoarding of food for commercial 
purposes; on August 14 for looting; and on 
August 25 for the harboring of Western na
tionals. On November 20, the RCC reaffirmed 
in a new resolution that the hoarding of food 
was punishable by death, apparently in re
sponse to the growing effects of the inter
nationally-imposed economic sanctions on 
Iraq. 

In line with its usual practice, the Iraqi 
Government has refrained from making pub
lic the number of people executed for these 
capital offenses, although some executions 
for looting have been officially confirmed 
[see below]. In this context, it is impossible 
to assess the extent of the application of the 
death penalty since the invasion. Further
more, the information available to date does 
not enable Amnesty International to assess 
the extent to which such executions can be 
considered as 'judicial'. In other words, 
whether the alleged offender had had been 
granted the opportunity to defend himself 
against the charges against him, including 
having access to a defense lawyer, and 
whether his conviction had been secured fol
lowing trial procedures which met inter
national standards for fair trial. In the con
text of the widespread abuses perpetrated by 

Iraqi forces in Kuwait, which reveal a total 
disregard for the most fundamental human 
rights principles, it is Amnesty 
International's view that the likelihood of 
any alleged offender receiving a fair trial 
under such circumstances is indeed remote. 
In arriving at this conclusion, Amnesty 
International also takes into account Iraq's 
past and current record vis-a-vis the conduct 
of trials in its own courts. The organization 
has over a number of years expressed its con
cerns to the Iraqi authorities about unfair 
trial procedures which failed to meet not 
only internationally recognized standards 
for fair trial, but also those standards set out 
in Iraq's own domestic legislation. Such defi
ciencies apply in death penalty cases as well, 
where defendants have been repeatedly de
nied access to a defense lawyer while in pre
trial detention, denied the opportunity to 
speak in their own defense in court or to call 
witnesses on their behalf, and denied the op
portuni ty to appeal against a death sentence 
which, in many cases, had been secured on 
the basis of "confessions" extracted from the 
defendants under torture. The unfairness of 
these procedures is most apparent in trials 
before Iraq's permanent and temporary (ad 
hoc) special courts, whose decisions by law 
are final and not subject to appeal [for fur
ther details, see Amnesty International's re
port entitled "The Death Penalty in Iraq: 
Legal Aspects", published in June 1987). The 
RCC's Resolution No. 322, which introduced 
the death penalty for looting on August 14, 
provided that such cases will be heard before 
a special court, whose decisions are also final 
and not subject to appeal. 

To date, Amnesty International has not re
ceived any information suggesting that any 
death sentences have been passed or carried 
out on individuals accused of hoarding food. 
Reports that a Kuwaiti man was executed in 
early September for harboring a Western na
tional remain unconfirmed. The person in 
question was said to be among the thousands 
of Kuwaiti military personnel arrested by 
Iraqi forces, and may have been executed for 
other reasons. At least 18 executions for 
looting, however, have been officially con
firmed by Iraq. The first known case was re
ported on August 16, two days after the of
fense became punishable by death. The body 
of a man said to be an Iraqi soldier was found 
hanging from a crane in al-Hilali Street, op
posite the Muhafazat al-'Asima building [see 
Appendix D for photograph]. Initial reports 
suggested he had been publicly hanged, but 
subsequent accounts from eyewitnesses wl:w 
saw the body indicated that he had been shot 
first and then his body was later hung in 
public as an example to others. The follow
ing is one such account given to Amnesty 
International by a Kuwaiti housewife in her 
late 30s: 

"I saw his body that morning [August 16), 
suspended from a crane near Muhaf azat al
' Asima. There was a placard round his neck 
which read: "This is the punishment for 
those who steal the riches of the people". 
Another placard with the same message was 
placed on the ground beneath the suspended 
body, together with the goods he was sup
posed to have stolen. The man had been shot 
first, and then his body was hung. It re
mained there for two or three days. His pho
tograph was published in al-Nida'." 

Another person, a Kuwaiti man in his late 
20s, told Amnesty International that he had 
been present when the body was taken down. 
He stated that there were several bullet 
wounds on the body, suggesting that the vic
tim had first been executed by firing squad. 
The body was removed by the Red Crescent 
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for burial. The name of the victim is not 
known, and neither is it known whether he 
had received any form of trial prior to execu
tion. A former lecturer at Kuwait University 
in her mid-508 remarked to Amnesty Inter
national: 

"They said he was guilty of looting, but 
that was probably a pretext. How can they 
execute him for looting when they are all 
looting openingly? I saw myself, on the way 
from Kuwait to Baghdad, fourteen lorries 
carrying televisions and other electrical 
equipment. Maybe that person was an hon
ourable man who dared to say "no" to them, 
and was executed for it." 

According to information received by Am
nesty International, the photographs of ten 
other men said to have been executed for 
looting were shown on Iraqi television be
tween 17 and 21 August. Among them were 
Iraqi, Kuwaiti, Egyptian and Syrian nation
als. The university lecturer (mentioned 
above) told Amnesty International: 

"In the days immediately after the [16 Au
gust] execution, Iraqi television announced 
that others had been executed for looting. 
They showed their photographs on tele
vision. I saw four or six of them. One of them 
was an Egyptian national employed by the 
Kuwait Oil Company. A maternal cousin of 
mine recognized him, but I don't recall his 
name. On 18 August they showed on tele
vision the photograph of another of those ex
ecuted. He was a Kuwaiti from the al-Hajiri 
family, also accused of looting. I don't know 
his first name. On 20 August they showed on 
television the photographs of other looters." 

Her account was consistent with those 
given by several other people interviewed by 
Amnesty International, including that of a 
Kuwaiti businesswoman in her late 20s. She 
also told Amnesty International that one of 
the Kuwaitis executed was from the al-Hajiri 
family, that he was 17 years old and was ar
rested after leaving a diwaniyya and later 
accused of looting. Further confirmation 
that executions for looting have been carried 
out since the invasion of Kuwait was pro
vided by President Saddam Hussein in an 
interview broadcast on British television on 
12 November. In response to a question on 
human rights violations posed by the inter
viewer, President Saddam Hussein stated 
that: 

" * * * any Iraqi from Baghdad who steals 
or robs from a house in the province of Ku
wait, and is caught red-handed, will be tried. 
Iraqi law provides for the death penalty in a 
case of this kind. A number of Iraqis from 
the province of Baghdad, or they may have 
been from the province of Basra or maybe 
from other provinces, were executed because 
they stole from the homes of the people in 
Kuwait. This has happened. Why does the 
British press not talk about this? Because it 
reflects the just aspect of our position .... " 

On 30 November, seven men were publicly 
hanged in Kuwait after being accused of 
looting. Iraqi television announced that they 
had stolen large sums of money in Iraqi di
nars, jewelery and electrical appliances from 
homes in Kuwait. One of Iraq's daily news
papers, al-Jumhuriyya, reported on 1 Decem
ber that the seven were hanged in the pres
ence of their victims, who were said to have 
identified them. The names and nationalities 
of those executed are not known, nor is it 
known whether they had been tried. 

A number of Kuwaitis and other nationals 
interviewed by Amnesty International firm
ly believe that ostensibly criminal offenses, 
such as looting, were used by the Iraqi au
thorities as a pretext to execute individuals 
suspected of 'political' offences. In other 

words, individuals who had taken part in op
position activity against Iraqi forces in Ku
wait. In that context, scores of hangings 
were alleged to have been carried out on the 
grounds of Kuwait University in late August 
and early September, while other executions 
by firing squad were reportedly carried out, 
sometimes in public, in residential districts 
of Kuwait City [See Section 6]. Other cat
egories of people feared to have been exe
cuted since 2 August are Iraqi soldiers who 
attempted to desert from the army after 
their deployment in Kuwait, and Iraqi exiles 
living in Kuwait and suspected of member
ship of the opposition group al-Da'wa al
Islamiyya (Islamic Call). Iraqi law provides 
for the death penalty for both these offenses. 

6. EXTRAJUDICIAL EXECUTIONS 

"From the middle of August, an average of 
four or five bodies were brought daily to our 
centre, but on some days there would be as 
many as ten. All the victims were male and 
were of varying ages, the youngest being 
about 16. However, on 18 August the body of 
a 12-year-old girl was brought in. Many of 
the male victims whose bodies I examined 
had been shot in the back of the head at 
point blank range, and as such their jaws had 
been shattered. The usual pattern was that 
the Iraqis would bring the detainee back to 
his home and ask his family to identify him. 
Once he had been identified, the Iraqis would 
shoot him in the back of the head, right in 
front of him family." 

This pattern of deliberate killings, de
scribed to Amnesty International by a doc
tor working for the Red Crescent, was re
peated time and again in accounts provided 
not only by medical personnel working at 
several hospitals in Kuwait, but also by the 
relatives of victims and others who had wit
nessed such killings. According to Amnesty 
International's assessment of the situation, 
hundreds of extrajudicial executions re
ported since 2 August were carried out in the 
manner described above. However, many 
other victims were said to have been exe
cuted by firing squad, sometimes in public, 
apparently without prior legal proceedings. 
Others, including infants, have been killed 
through the deliberate deprivation of essen
tial medical treatment. 

During the first few hours of the invasion, 
an unknown number of Kuwaiti military per
sonnel were reported to have been killed in 
the context of armed clashes with Iraqi 
forces. In the ensuing month, many civilians 
who took up arms against Iraqi forces were 
killed in similar circumstances, and their 
numbers are also unknown. However, all the 
cases referred to below involve killings 
which, according to Amnesty International's 
information, clearly took place outside the 
context of armed conflict. The victims in
clude both civilians and former military per
sonnel who were unarmed at the time of 
their deaths, and who appear to have been 
deliberately targetted. 

The majority of victims of extrajudicial 
executions brought to Amnesty 
International's attention have been Kuwai
tis, but the organization has also received re
ports of the killing of other nationals, in
cluding Egyptians, Iranians, Pakistanis and 
one British national. Most of the Kuwaiti 
victims were males in their early 20s, al
though among them were minors below the 
age of 18. Some were as young as 15. With the 
exception of two cases mentioned later in 
this document, it does not appear that 
women have been killed in the same manner. 
Although Amnesty International has re
ceived reports of at least five women being 
lined up and shot in public, it has not been 

able to confirm this nor to obtain their 
names and details of the circumstances sur
rounding their deaths. 

Again, as with those who have been ar
rested or who have "disappeared" in custody, 
it is impossible to ascertain with any real 
certainty or accuracy the number of people 
deliberately killed by Iraqi forces in Kuwait 
since 2 August. In the context of denials by 
the Iraqi Government of any knowledge of 
such atrocities, and having denied the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross and 
journalists access to Kuwait, it is only pos
sible to arrive at a general estimate. Based 
on the information it has received from a 
wide range of sources, including the scores of 
people it has interviewed, Amnesty Inter
national believes that the number of extra
judicial killings runs into hundreds, and may 
well be over 1,000. Incidents of such killings 
relate largely to the period mid-August to 
mid-October, although killings before and 
after that period have also been reported. 

The range of 'offences' which have led to 
these mass deliberate killings is wide and 
varied. Apart from persons known or sus
pected of having participated in armed oppo
sition, others are reported to have been 
extrajudicially executed for reasons includ
ing: trying to flee Kuwait; possessing hunt
ing rifles and other weapons of a •non-mili
tary' type; giving medical treatment to sus
pected opposition activists; refusing to allow 
the removal of medical equipment from hos
pitals; 'neglecting' Iraqi patients requiring 
medical treatment; carrying large amounts 
of money; participating in peaceful dem
onstrations; carrying the Kuwaiti flag or 
photographs of the Amir of Kuwait; writing 
or distributing leaflets critical of the Iraqi 
presence in Kuwait; and refusing to publicly 
demonstrate allegiance to President Saddam 
Hussain. In a few cases, people have been de
liberately killed as they were in the process 
of delivering food from the cooperative soci
eties to peoples• homes. 

There is no indication whatsoever, based 
on the information gathered by Amnesty 
International to date, that people arrested 
for these kinds of offences were actually for
mally 'charged' or received any form of trial 
prior to execution. On the contrary, some of 
them were apparently led to believe that 
they were to be released. The following is an 
extract from the testimony of a 19-year-old 
Kuwaiti student who survived an attempted 
execution by firing squad, and gave Amnesty 
International an account of what happened. 
He had been arrested on 11 September after 
failing to hand over to the Iraqi authorities 
arms he said he had possessed prior to the in
vasion. After a two-week detention period at 
a private house in al-Jahra', during which he 
was subjected to torture, he and other de
tainees were told that they were to be re
leased: 

" ... on the last day [ie. 24 September] at 
2:30 in the morning, a captain came and told 
us that the President had ordered the release 
of all the detainees. [He] said that they were 
going to release us in groups, and called out 
the names of twelve people. I was one of 
them." 

According to his account, they were taken 
to Dasman Palace where they were told they 
were going to be driven to their homes. The 
19-year-old student and two other detainees 
[whose names below have been changed by 
Amnesty International to prevent identifica
tion] were led into a car: 

"We were all still blindfolded and hand
cuffed, but as we approached the district of 
al-Faiha' the solders removed Samir's blind
fold so that he could direct them to his 



January 11, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 803 
home. But when we arrived there, they told 
us all to get out of the car. Muhammad and 
I asked why, because we didn't live there. 
They made us get out of the car anyway, 
blindfolded Samir again and made us stand 
at the doorstep of a house. I realised at that 
moment that we were going to be executed. 
I remember it was just after dawn prayers. 
The first shot was fired and I heard Samir 
fall to the ground. Two bullets grazed my 
head but neither of them penetrated my 
skull. I fell to the ground, and when Muham
mad was shot he fell down on top of me. The 
soldiers then came up to us, took the blind
folds and handcuffs and went away. They 
must have believed we were all dead. 

"My head was bleeding profusely. I crawled 
over to Samir and raised his head, trying to 
revive him. I thought he had been pretend
ing, just like me. Then I saw the bullet hole 
in his head, and just at that moment he died. 
I couldn't believe what was llappening. I 
went over to Muhammad and found him dead 
too. I managed to drag their bodies over to 
one side and recited a short prayer for them. 
Then I started walking. I didn't know where 
I was going, but I was afraid the soldiers 
would come back. . . . " 

He was able to get medical assistance, and 
fled Kuwait some three weeks later [his full 
testimony is reproduced in Appendix B]. 

As this student's testimony shows, and as 
described in Section 4 of this document, vic
tims of extrajudicial killings were invariably 
also victims of torture. Many of the cases 
known to Amnesty International involved 
the suspects being arrested and detained for 
several days or weeks, during which time 
their families remained ignorant of their 
fate and whereabouts. The detainees were 
routinely tortured while in custody, and 
then publicly shot outside their homes after 
a member of their family had identified 
them. Two Kuwaiti brothers were arrested 
on 9 September after weapons and a pistol si
lencer were found at their home in the dis
trict of al-Nuzha. They were initially held at 
al-Kadhima Sports Club and then at the 
Iraqi Intelligence Centre in al-Jahra' mu
nicipality. The younger brother, an 18-year
old student, told Amnesty International that 
he was held for three days and tortured 
through constant beatings. Here he recounts 
what happened to his brother, who was aged 
19 [the names of both brothers are withheld 
by Amnesty International]: 

"My brother ... had been held with me in 
al-Jahra', but they did not release him. He 
was held for 36 days and then, in mid-Octo
ber, they brought him back to our house. 
When we saw him he was still alive. They 
threw him down on the doorstep and then 
shot him in the head with a gun fitted with 
a silencer. He was handcuffed at the time. 
We called an ambulance which took him to 
al-Amiri Hospital, but he was already dead. 
He had also been severely tortured. His feet 
were covered with blue bruises, and his body 
lined with marks caused by extensive beat
ing. There was a deep hole in his thigh which 
appeared to have been caused by some sort of 
drilling tool. Electricity had been applied to 
parts of his body. Late that afternoon we 
buried him in al-Rigga cemetery. The Iraqis 
had earlier made it known that public 
mourning for the dead would not be per
mitted. Nevertheless, people came to our 
house to offer their condolences." 

In other cases, Iraqi soldiers apparently 
did not wait for the detainee to be identified 
before killing him. Such was the case of an
other 18-year-old Kuwaiti student whose fa
ther, aged 53, told Amnesty International of 
the circumstances of his death [the names 

below have been changed to prevent identi
fication]: 

"The Iraqis came four times to our house. 
They· were searching for Kuwaitis who had 
been in the armed forces. I have seven sons, 
five of whom were in the army. My two 
younger sons are Hassan, a teacher aged 24, 
and •Abdallah, a student aged 18. Since the 
invasion, Hassan had been working as a vol
unteer in the cooperative society in our dis
trict, and 'Abdallah was helping to bury the 
dead in al-Rigga cemetery. Each time the 
soldiers came, they searched the whole 
house. On the fourth occasion, which was on 
16 September, they arrested Hassan and 
'Abdallah. Before taking them away, the sol
diers hit Hassan with a metal rod in his 
stomach until the skin was cut and he start
ed to bleed. They threw 'Abdallah on the 
ground and stepped on him with their army 
boots. For eight days we knew nothing of 
their fate and whereabouts. Then, on the 
ninth day, they brought 'Abdallah back. It 
was eight o'clock in the morning, and I had 
just finished the morning prayers. I heard 
the doorbell ring, followed by two gunshots. 
I ran down and opened the door. I saw 
'Abdallah lying down on the ground. His eyes 
were bound with a black cloth. He had been 
shot in the head and had died instantly. We 
took him to the cemetery for burial." 

As mentioned earlier in this document, 
some of the "offences" for which people have 
been extrajudicially executed by Iraqi forces 
had no connection whatsoever with member
ship of the Kuwaiti armed forces, or with 
suspected acts of armed or even non-violent 
resistance. Reports received by Amnesty 
International indicate that these killings 
were arbitrary in the extreme, and that deci
sions to shoot were often taken on the spot 
by soldiers or officers without prior clear
ance from their superiors. A lecturer in po
litical science at Kuwait University told 
Amnesty International about the killing of a 
male relative of hers in such circumstances: 

"During the first few days of the invasion, 
there was a lot of pressure on the bakeries to 
keep up supplies of bread to the people. On 
the fourth or fifth day my relative, who was 
45, was queuing outside a bakery in 
al'Umairiyya. An Iraqi soldier from the Re
publican Guards was also there. My relative 
could not control himiself. He started shout
ing at the soldier, saying: "You have ruined 
our lives, why did you come?" The Iraqi sol
dier shot him dead there and then, in front of 
everyone." 

In another incident, a Kuwaiti man was re
ported to have been killed in similar cir
cumstances at a checkpoint, apparently for 
carrying Kuwaiti currency. The following is 
an eyewitness account of his execution given 
to Amnesty International by a Lebanese en
gineer working for the Kuwait Oil Company: 

"On 17 October I was on duty in the al
Ahmadi area near the main office of the Ku
wait Oil Company. I was in my car. There 
was a man in front of me in a blue Mazda. He 
came to a checkpoint. I remember it was 
about 4 pm because I was supposed to be on 
duty and I was already running late. I was 
thinking 'please don't let this guy be a Ku
waiti', because they really give the Kuwaitis 
hell. The soldiers took him out of his car. I 
opened the window of my car so I could hear 
what was going on. 'What's your national
ity?' they asked him. 'I'm a Kuwait,', he an
swered. 'Where's your wallet?'. As he was 
reaching for his wallet one of the Iraqis 
pushed him and pulled it out. They found 
Kuwaiti currency, 150 dinars. 'You've got 
that dog Jaber's money [referring to the 
Amir of Kuwait]'. The Kuwaiti was going to 

explain [why he had the money) when the 
soldier pushed him hard, making him stum
ble, and then he sprayed him with bullets 
with his machine gun. Within a few seconds 
a pickup truck drove up-they must have 
been waiting there, as if they knew. The Ku
waiti had fallen to the ground on his back. 
Three soldiers grabbed him like a rubbish 
bag and dumped him in the truck, and then 
disappeared. I asked one of the soldiers what 
had happened, and he said, 'the bastard had 
that dog Jaber's money.' He then asked me 
where I was from, so I told him I was Leba
nese. He said, 'Don't worry, we'll free your 
country from the bloody Syrians, they're 
next .... ' I went to al-Ahmadi Hospital to 
look for the man whom they had killed, and 
then to al-'Addan Hospital where I asked if a 
body had been brought there. No one knew 
anything about it." 

Information gathered by Amnestry Inter
national indicates that incidents of such 
killings, which began in earnest in mid-Au
gust continued and increased in September 
and October. In addition to those detainees 
who were shot outside their homes aner 
identification by relatives, others were re
ported to have been killed in police stations 
or other places of detention where they were 
held. One 32-year-old Kuwaiti office clerk 
told Amnesty International that a detainee 
held with him at al-Sulaibiyya police station 
in August was shot dead in front of him dur
ing a torture session [see Appendix A3]. In 
such cases, the bodies of the victims would 
invariably be thrown out onto the streets or 
dumped in rubbish bins. A former member of 
the Kuwaiti armed forces in his early 30s 
told Amnesty International that, prior to 
leaving Kuwait in mid-September, he had 
volunteered to collect bodies off the streets 
for burial. He stated that: 

"On average, about 20 or 30 bodies were 
found daily in the period starting beginning 
of September. In each district I covered I 
would find five or six bodies, although there 
were days when none were found. These dis
tricts included Bayan, Sabah al-Salem, 
Qurtuba, al-'Umairiyya and al-Rawda." 

Passers-by who came across these bodies 
would also take them to one of the hospitals 
or to tlte cemetery. As the killings contin
ued, however, people were said to have be
come too frightened to remove the bodies for 
fear that even this might be interpreted as 
an act of resistance. Instead, passers-by 
would contact the Red Crescent or call an 
ambulance. One of the Red Crescent's staff 
who left Kuwait in mid-October told Am
nesty International: 

"After a while there were so many bodies 
that there was no more room at the morgue 
of the nearby Mubarak Hospital. We began 
putting some of the bodies in the large hos
pital refrigerators normally used to store 
food. Families would come looking for miss
ing relatives in the morgues and refrig
erators. Most of the bodies were buried in al
Rigga cemetery. We buried about 30 or 40 
bodies in each grave." 

A Kuwaiti doctor volunteering at al
' Addan and al-Ahmadi hospitals told Am
nesty International: 

"A number of unidentified bodies remained 
in the morgues of several hospitals for a long 
period without anyone claiming them, to the 
point that the morgues were packed with 
bodies. This coincided with the fleeing of the 
cemetery employees and the necessity for 
each family to dig the graves of those it had 
lost. But some of the young men volunteered 
and took charge of the cemetery (washing 
the bodies, digging the graves and praying 
for the dead). Some Afghan workers were 
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also hired to dig graves. Al-Rigga cemetery 
was used instead of a.1-Sulaibikhat cemetery, 
which had been turned into a military zone 
early on in the invasion." 

The Red Crescent worker quoted above de
scribed later developments. 

". . . . towards the end of September/be
ginning of October, even the burial oper
ations became risky. The Iraqis had stolen 
the equipment used for burial, even the 
shrouds used to wrap the bodies. Some of the 
volunteers who were in charge of digging the 
graves were arrested. Among them was .... 
[name withheld by Amnesty International]." 

A former member of the Kuwaiti armed 
forces who left Kuwait on 12 October told 
Amnesty International that his brother had 
been one of the volunteer grave-diggers. 
Through him, he learned that on 7 or 8 Octo
ber, Iraqi forces had taken control of al
Rigga cemetery. "After that", he said, 
"some families who took the bodies of their 
relatives for burial there were made to pay 
100 Iraqi dinars for each body buried." 

In addition to paying for the burial of 
these victims, reports were also received 
that some families had been mA.de to pay for 
the bullets used to execute them. In one 
case, two Kuwaiti brothers aged 18 and 19 
[names withheld by Amnesty International] 
were shot dead in front of their homes in al
Khaldiyya on 4 October after reportedly re
fusing to lower the Kuwaiti flag from their 
home. Their parents were asked to pay the 
price of the bullets used to kill them-in this 
case 15 Iraqi dinars each. In other cases re
ported, the sums of money being asked were 
70 or 100 dinars per person. This practice of 
asking families to cover 'state expenses' for 
executions is common in Iraq and has been 
documented by Amnesty International over 
a number of years. In some instances the 
sums of money requested have been as much 
as 500 Iraqi dinars, apparently to cover the 
costs of coffins and transportation of the 
bodies as well as ammunition. The practice 
of instructing the families of victims not to 
hold public mourning is also common in 
Iraq. According to reports received, Iraqi 
forces have tried to enforce such instructions 
in Kuwait since 2 August, apparently with
out much success. 

Case examples 

Below are the details of ten identified vic
tims of extra.judicial executions who died in 
the period 8 August-first week of October. 
Accounts of the circumstances of these delib
erate extra.judicial killings have been pro
vided by eyewitnesses or people who subse
quently saw their bodies, some of whom were 
interviewed by Amnesty International. 

1. Sana' al-Nuri: a 25-year-old law student 
at Kuwait University. According to eye
witness reports, she was killed on 8 August 
when Iraqi troops fired at a group of some 35 
women demonstrating peacefully in al
jabiriyya against Iraq's annexation of Ku
wait. Another woman in her mid-20s was also 
reported to have been killed in the same in
cident, as well as two boys aged 13 and 16 
who died after being shot in the head and 
heart respectively. 

2. Douglas Croskery: a middle-aged British 
businessman who was shot dead by Iraqi sol
diers on 11 August near the Kuwaiti border 
with Saudi Arabia as he was trying to flee 
the country. Two other British men travel
ling with him who did succeed in crossing 
the border stated that they had witnessed 
the killing. British Embassy officials in Ku
wait lodged an official protest to the Iraqi 
Government over the incident, and made at
tempts to recover the body. The British For
eign Office has confirmed that Douglas 

Croskery's body has not been handed over to 
their officials to date. 

3. Mahmoud Khalifa a.1-Jassem: a writer on 
Islamic affairs in his early 30s, living in the 
al-Salmiyya district of Kuwait City. Accord
ing to information provided to Amnesty 
International by medical personnel of the 
Red Crescent, his body had been found in a 
rubbish bin and was brought to their head
quarters at the end of August. Two doctors 
who examined the body stated that he had 
been tortured prior to execution: his beard 
had been plucked out, his toenails extracted 
and his body bore burn marks consistent 
with the use of a hot metal implement. The 
reasons for his arrest and execution are not 
known. 

4. Ahmad Oabazard: an employee of the De
partment for the Protection of Personalities 
(ldarat Himayat al-Shakhsiyyat) of the Min
istry of the Interior. He was a Shi'a Muslim 
in his late 30s, and held the rank of captain. 
According to reports received, he was ar
rested for the possession of opposition leaf
lets. In the first week of September (exact 
date unknown) he was brought back to his 
house in al-Jabiriyya. The house was report
edly set on fire by Iraqi soldiers, who then 
shot Ahmad Qabazard in the back of the 
head. Amnesty International interviewed 
two Kuwaiti men who stated that they had 
seen his body subsequently. According to 
their accounts, it had been badly mutilated: 
the left ear had been severed and the right 
eye gouged out; the finger and toenails had 
been extracted; his body was burned with 
cigarettes in several places; and nails had 
been hammered into his hands. 

5. Mubarak Faleh al-Noot: aged 44, Head of 
the al-'Ardiyya Coqperative society and 
President of the Numismatics Society. Ac
cording to several accounts, including those 
of eyewitnesses, he was publicly shot by fir
ing squad outside al-'Ardiyya cooperative so
ciety on 7 September, apparently for refusing 
to take down a photograph of the Amir of 
Kuwait and to replace it with one of Presi
dent Saddam Hussein. 

6. Saleh Hussain: age and profession un
known; he was arrested on 2 September at a 
diwaniyya in the al-Sabahiyya district of Ku
wait City, together with seven other Kuwaiti 
men. According to reports received, he was 
brought back to his house on 8 September 
and publicly shot in the presence of his 
mother, brothers and neighbors. A medical 
doctor told Amnesty International that his 
body bore extensive burn marks consistent 
with the use of electricity and hot metal 
rods (on his back, stomach and hands). Ciga
rettes had also been extinguished on his 
body. 

7. Badr Rajab: age unknown, employed as 
an administrator with the al-Sabahiyya co
operative society. He was married and had 
eight children. His body was found in a rub
bish bag in the al-Sabahiyya area on 8 Sep
tember. According to reports received, his 
hands had been tied and his head wrapped in 
the flag of Kuwait. He had been shot twice in 
the head, just above the ear. The reasons for 
his execution are unknown; when arrested, 
he had just left his house, apparently to 
make arrangements for the setting up of a 
new bakery in the district. 

8. Adel Dashti: age unknown, he was em
ployed in the public relations department at 
al-'Addan Hospital. According to several ac
counts received by Amnesty International, 
on 9 September several wounded Iraqi mili
tary personnel were brought to the hospital 
for treatment, one of whom, an officer, died 
the same day. In retaliation, five of the hos
pital's administrative staff, including 'Adel 

Dashti, were reportedly lined up and shot on 
the hospital's premises. Iraqi military per
sonnel had allegedly accussed the hospital of 
neglect. 

9. Dr. Abd al-Hamid al-Balhan: age un
known, he was the administrative director of 
the Hussain Makki Jum'a Centre for the 
Treatment for Cancer. His body was brought 
in off the streets to the Red Crescent head
quarters in the third week of September. One 
Red Crescent doctor who saw his body told 
Amnesty International that it bore marks of 
torture as well as a bullet wound in the head. 
According to several doctors, he had been ar
rested and executed for refusing to cooperate 
with Iraqi forces in the removal of medical 
equipment from the centre where he worked. 
This is borne out by the account of a Kuwaiti 
family interviewed by Amnesty Inter
national, one of whose members had been re
ceiving cancer treatment at the centre and 
was still there when Dr. al-Balhan was ar
rested. They reported that he had hidden 
some medical equipment in the centre's 
basement in order to prevent it being stolen 
by Iraqi troops. 

10. Dr. Hisham al-'Ubaidan: an obstetrician 
in his late 30s working at the Maternity Hos
pital. His body was brought to the Red Cres
cent headquarters in the first week of Octo
ber. According to accounts received, he had 
been arrested on 1 October after Iraqi forces 
learned that he had been treating people who 
had taken part in resistance activity. Ac
cording to an Egyptian doctor interviewed 
by Amnesty International, Dr. al-'Ubaidan 
was shot outside his home several days later, 
and had been tortured while in detention, in
cluding with electricity. 

In addition to killings by execution and 
torture described thus far in this document, 
a number of other deaths resulting from dep
rivation of medical treatment have been re
ported. These have occurred in the context of 
the widespread looting of medicines and 
medical equipment carried out by Iraqi 
forces in Kuwait since 2 August. According 
to information made public by Kuwait's gov
ernment-in-exile, as well as by eyewitnesses, 
most of the principal general and specialist 
hospitals in Kuwait have been looted, with 
much of their equipment being transferred to 
Iraq. The majority of deaths reported in this 
context appear to have resulted from the 
non-availability of medical treatment, 
compounded by the exodus of medical per
sonnel out of the country. Nevertheless, a 
number of other deaths have apparently re
sulted from the deliberate deprivation of 
medical treatment, including the disconnec
tion of life-support machines from patients. 
On the basis of the information received, 
Amnesty International believes that such 
deaths are tantamount to extra.judicial 
killings. The victims are said to include both 
infants and adults. 

The following is a general account of the 
situation in Kuwait's hospitals as described 
by a 33-year-old Kuwaiti banker who left the 
country on 16 September and was subse
quently interviewed by Amnesty Inter
national: 

"Conditions in the hospitals are very bad. 
Medicines are no longer available. The Iraqis 
looted the hospitals and took away even 
vital machines which were keeping some of 
the patients alive. At some hospitals they no 
longer admit Kuwaitis, only Iraqis. Many 
Kuwaitis are afraid to go to the hospitals 
anyway. They are mostly treated in their 
homes by Kuwaiti, Egyptian and other doc
tors working as volunteers. We heard of sev
eral cases where patients died after being de
prived of medical treatment. One woman 
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died after the dialysis machine she was con
nected to was switched off and looted. An
other woman at al-Sabah Hospital died in 
similar circumstances. She had just had a 
lung operation and was in the process of re
covering." 

In some cases, Kuwaitis were apparently 
denied medical treatment altogether. A 
number of medical personnel reported that 
when Kuwaitis were brought to the hos
pitals, Iraqi soldiers stationed there would 
check whether they were suffering from nat
ural diseases or complaints as opposed to 
wounds sustained during armed clashes. In 
the latter cases the would-be patients were 
either not admitted or were subsequently de
nied treatment. One such example was pro
vided by a Kuwaiti doctor who left the coun
try on 16 September: 

"At al-Razi Hospital there was a young Ku
waiti man who was wounded and his condi
tion was critical. His parents came to me 
and said that he was dying. So I ran to the 
wing [of the hospital to which he had been 
admitted], and I saw that his condition was 
indeed critical. I noticed that his oxygen 
supply had been cut off. So I switched it on 
again aand he began to improve. I made a 
protest about his treatment, so one of the 
Iraqi doctors took me aside and [warned me 
against saying anything]. The following day 
the young man died because the oxygen sup
ply had been switched off again." 

Another Kuwaiti doctor provided informa
tion on the case of a detainee [name with
held by Amnesty International] who was ill 
at the time of his arrest and required con
stant treatment. As he was said to have been 
tortured while in custody, however, it re
mains unclear whether the immediate cause 
of death was torture or deprivation of medi
cal treatment. The victim, a Kuwaiti aged 
48, was an administrator at al-Fintas cooper
ative society. 

"He was arrested on 24 August just as he 
was leaving his house. During his detention 
at Iraqi intelligence headquarters in al
Fintas his relatives tried to convince the 
Iraqis of the importance of his taking medi
cines. But the Iraqis refused to pass on the 
medicines to him, and threatened to arrest 
his relatives if they asked about him again. 
Their reply was: "If he is alive you will find 
him, and if he is dead you will find him." He 
died on 26 August and was buried on 27 Au
gust without his family knowing about it. 
His body had been taken to al-Amiri Hos
pital and, according to the medical report, 
there were marks of torture on his stomach 
and back, and bruises on his forehead. He 
was buried in al-Rigga cemetery, where the 
young men [grave-diggers] identified him. 
His son and cousin identified him from a 
photograph at al-Amiri Hospital on 11 Sep
tember, a day after they were themselves re
leased from detention." 

In other cases, Kuwaitis and other nation
als suffering from natural but chronic com
plaints reportedly died after doctors were 
forced to give priority to Iraqi patients. A 
doctor working for the Red Crescent told 
Amnesty International: 

"In the early part of the invasion, the 
Iraqis prevented ambulances from taking 
wounded Kuwaitis to the hospitals. Eye
witnesses in hospitals reported that in some 
cases Iraqi soldiers ordered· doctors to give 
priority treatment to fellow Iraqis at the ex
pense of Kuwaiti and other patients. I know 
of two Kuwaiti men who died as a result of 
medical neglect in these circumstances. . . . 
[names withheld by Amnesty International]. 
Both were under intensive care at al-Amiri 
Hospital. One of them suffered from a heart 
condition.'' 

Several cases of this kind were reported to 
Amnesty International, the information in 
large part being provided by doctors working 
at the hospitals where the deaths occurred. 
Among the victims were three patients 
[names withheld by Amnesty International] 
who died after life-support machines had re
portedly been disconnected and looted. Two 
of them suffered renal failure: a Jordanian 
woman and a Kuwaiti businessman at Hamad 
al-'Issa Centre for Kidney Transplants [part 
of al-Sabah Hospital]. The third case was 
that of a Kuwaiti woman under intensive 
care at the Cardiac Unit of al-Sabah Hospital 
and who died of cardiac arrest. 

In addition, over 300 premature babies were 
reported to have died after Iraqi soldiers re
moved them from incubators, which were 
then looted. Such deaths were reported at al
Razi and al-'Addan hospitals, as well as the 
Maternity Hospital. According to a Red Cres
cent doctor: 

"Premature babies at the Maternity Hos
pital died after Iraqi soldiers took them out 
of the incubators. This happened in August, 
in the early days of the invasion. A total of 
312 babies died in this way. I personally took 
part in the burial of 72 of them in al-Rigga 
cemetery." 

Another doctor working at al-'Addan Hos
pital, whose brother was a volunteer grave
digger, reported that 36 premature babies 
were buried in one day alone in August. An 
eyewitness account of such deaths at al
'Addan Hospital was provided by a 15-year
old Kuwaiti girl, who testified before the 
United States Congressional Human Rights 
Caucus on 10 October: 

"The second week after the invasion, I vol
unteered at the al-'Addan Hospital ... I was 
the youngest volunteer. While I was there, I 
saw the Iraqi soldiers come into the hospital 
with guns, and go into the room where 15 ba
bies were in incubators. They took the ba
bies out of the incubators, took the incuba
tors and left the babies on the cold floor to 
die. It was horrifying." 

A Kuwaiti doctor working at al-Razi Hos
pital (quoted earlier on in this section) told 
of other cases he knew of: 

"There is a woman I know who for a long 
time did not bear children. This year she 
gave birth to quadruplets-three boys and a 
girl. The babies were put in incubators be
cause they were born in the seventh month. 
Two hours after the birth, the woman was 
told to leave the hospital. The next day she 
received a telephone call from the hospital, 
telling her to come and take her babies. She 
said she could not take care of them as they 
needed special care and nutrition. So they 
said to her 'As you wish'. The woman rushed 
to the hospital and found her babies out of 
the incubators. She took them home, and the 
following day they died." 

APPENDIX A: TESTIMONIES OF EIGHT TORTURE 
VICTIMS 

Testimony Al 
A former interrogator in his early 30s, ar

rested on 22 September after being found in 
possession of a leaflet giving information on 
chemical weapons. He was detained for one 
week, principally at al-Farwaniyya police 
station in Kuwait City and subjected to beat
ings, kicking, burning of the skin and sexual 
torture. 

"I was arrested on 22 September, just as 
my family and I had set off for Saudi Arabia. 
We live in Kifan. We were driving through al
'Umairiyya when were stopped at a check
point. The Iraqis searched the car, and found 
a leaflet giving information about chemical 
weapons. They took me to al-'Umairiyya 
Primary School, where I was blindfolded and 

left for one day. Next day I was taken to al
Farwaniyya police station, where I used to 
work as an interrogator before the invasion. 
It was about 11:30 am. I was blindfolded and 
handcuffed. Almost immediately they began 
hitting me, and I was subjected to beatings 
on the soles of my feet (falaqa). They burned 
my skin with a hot metal rod. The interroga
tor kept asking me about the leaflet found in 
my car, and I denied knowing anything 
a.bout it. 

The following day I was beaten once again. 
This time they used a cane, an electric cable 
and another wooden implement with which 
they hit me on my rib cage until one of my 
ribs was fractured. The soldiers also kicked 
me on the pelvis with their army boots. By 
that time my body was blue with bruises, 
and my nose was bleeding. Then they tied a 
string around my penis and asked me to 
"confess" as they pulled the string tighter. 
They threatened me with execution, and 
with the rape of my sister. Then one of the 
officers said, "Bring the bottle". They spread 
my legs and began inserting the top of the 
bottle into my anus. 

In the evening they locked me up in a 
filthy cell on my own. The dishdasha I was 
wearing was covered with blood. There was 
also blood in my urine. I was left in the cell 
for three days, and then they took me to al
Jahra' police station. I was beaten there 
once again, and this lasted for about one 
hour and a half. An officer there threatened 
me with the electric chair (al-Kursi al-Rajjaj). 
After the torture came to an end, they forced 
me to insult the [Kuwaiti] government and 
to declare allegiance to Saddam. They told 
me I must cooperate with them, and I had to 
sign a statement to that effect before I was 
finally released." 

Testimony A2 
A 17-year-old student was arrested in early 

September after being found in possession of 
a gun and leaflets containing information on 
weaponry. He was detained for 36 days in sev
eral detention centres in Kuwait City and 
later in Basra and subjected to beatings, 
mock execution, falaga, electric shocks and 
threatened with sexual torture. 

[He was arrested by Iraqi special forces at 
a checkpoint at Khaitan Bridge, near 
Khaitan Sports Club, at 3 pm in the after
noon. He was found in possession of a gun 
and 150 copies of a leaflet containing instruc
tions on the use of rockets and explosives. 
The leaflet contained the official stamp of 
the Kuwaiti National Guard]. 

"They took hold of me quickly and began 
hitting me. They locked me up in the boot of 
my car for about half an hour, then they 
took me out and tied me up with a rope with 
my hands behind my back". [Several] other 
military personnel then arrived.] "They put 
me back in the boot of my car and placed a 
tyre over my chest and took me to Khaitan 
police station. There. they took me out of 
the car and led me to an office where there 
were seven lieutenants. On the way to the of
fice they kicked me and hit me with their 
hands. They threatened me with death and 
torture if I did not tell them where I had got
ten the gun and leaflets and who my friends 
were. In the pockets of my trousers they 
found emblems used by the Iraqi Special 
Forces and the emblem used by the Iraqis on 
their hats. They asked me about who the 
members of the resistance were, and whom I 
had killed and where. I insisted on saying 
one thing, that I had got the emblems from 
some soliders as a souvenir and that I came 
across the gun and leaflets by chance. I said 
I was passing by close to the National 
Guards building in al-Khaldiyya were I saw 
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the gun and leaflets. They did not believe 
me. They had bound my eyes so that I could 
not see anything. The soldiers kicked me as 
they passed by me. 

After that they removed the blindfold. The 
officer had with him four soldiers carrying 
their weapons, which were Kalashnikov ma
chine guns. The officer told me, "Pray for 
your soul because you are going to be exe
cuted", and he gave orders to the four sol
diers to load the guns and fire. They loaded, 
but when they pulled the trigger it turned 
out that the ammunition was blank. The of
ficer told me to smile and that it was my 
luck that the ammunition was defective. He 
was laughing. They took me to a room where 
there were about fifteen Iraqi soldiers [The 
officer) said to them, "He is the one who car
ried out yesterday's operation and killed our 
comrades". So they started beating me up, 
they kicked me, punched me and slapped my 
face and beat me with canes. This lasted 
from five o'clock until nine o'clock in the 
evening. I saw the clock pointing to nine in 
Abu Khaled's office. He is in charge of the 
police station and his rank is that of major. 
He asked me "How are you? Answer me re
garding the gun and the leaflets". I gave him 
the same answer, so he ordered them to take 
off all my clothes except for my shorts. Then 
he started hitting me with a black rubber 
stick, and every time I stepped away from 
him the other officers hit me with an elec
tric baton. 

After that they blindfolded me and hit me 
in the same way. Then they subjected me to 
falaga on my feet until they turned blue .... 
I was subjected to electric shocks for a brief 
period and I felt my body tremble and fell to 
the floor. I was able to see a little through 
my blindfold which was white and was raised 
a little over my eyes. [The officer) placed a 
wire on my nipple and stuck it on. Then he 
took hold of the other end and applied elec
tricity four times. I lost consciousness, and 
when I came round I was being whipped. [The 
officer) then applied electricity to my toes 
while repeating "Confess and tell us what 
you know". . . [Then one of them] came in 
and put a bottle of whisky on the table. They 
brought a bucket with a sponge in it ... He 
gave orders to remove my shorts and to 
place the bottle in my anus. So I said I would 
confess ... and I repeated what I had said 
before. He asked me about the leaflets, and I 
said that I had seen the leaflets in my car 
but I did not know who was distributing 
them." 

[He was then asked about named individ
uals and families, where they lived or where 
they could be found. He said he did not 
know. He was also asked about the locations 
of resistance activity. He gave the names of 
two districts where he knew there was no 
such activity). 

"They told me that if I brought them an 
Indian or Filipino woman they would release 
me. They laughed among themselves and two 
of them carried me (for I was unable to stand 
up) back to the cell and gave me back my 
clothes which I put on ... After three days 
they transferred me to a house [a private 
house belonging to a member of the al-Sabah 
family) ... There were Indians and Kuwaitis 
with me. There was one guard standing over 
us. There were two women there, one was el
derly and the other about 25 years old. At 
noon they took me to another place which I 
believe was the Iraqi Embassy in Kuwait ... 
I was handcuffed and blindfolded. They asked 
me the same questions while beating me 
with a stick. I did not change my answers. 
They took me back to Khaitan police station 
and put me in the officers' room with them. 

They were laughing and making jokes. In the 
evening they transferred me to al
Farwaniyya police station . . . They told me 
it would only be for two days and then I 
would be released. The following after inter
rogation and beating they returned me to 
Khaitan police station ... When we arrived 
at Khaitan they told me that I was to be re
leased tomorrow and that they have my re
lease papers, and in fact I saw these papers 
bearing my name. At midnight I was sum
moned by Abu Khaled, the head of the police 
station, who said to me that the statements 
I had made were not acceptable. He tore up 
the release papers . . . 

They took me back to al-Farwaniyya and 
threw me back in the same room where I 
stayed four days ... then they took us out 
of the room and brought in four Iraqi 
soliders whose hair, eyebrows and mous
taches had been shaved. The guards were 
beating them, saying that they were traitors 
and had brought shame upon their families. 
We were put in another room ... for fifteen 
days and then they transferred four of us to 
the district of al-Jahra" ... they beat us up 
for the whole day . . . they pierced our skin 
with pins . . . and forced us to dance . . . 
Then I was told, "You will be dead tomor
row. Write a letter to your family. What sort 
of execution do you want, electric, by shoot
ing or by hanging?". A soldier said, "We 
have a new method which is the acid bath, or 
else we can knife them until they die ... " 

[Eventually] I was transferred with twenty 
others to Basra. They led us into a building 
and made us stand in the corridors . . . they 
subjected us to the worst forms of torture 
. . . there were four women there . . . I heard 
their screams and cries. After the interroga
tion and beating I was told that my name 
was not [registered with them]. So I stayed 
one day in Basra and then they transferred 
me back to the Municipality Building in al
Jahra' [in Kuwait] ... and then they trans
ferred me with 30 others to the Juveniles 
Prison [in the al-Firdos district of Kuwait] 
... In the Juveniles Prison there were 160 
detainees, among them ... [names withheld 
by Amnesty International]. The charge 
against many of them was the distribution of 
food (meat and chicken) to the people. [After 
spending a further three days in the munici
pality building in al-Jahra'] they transferred 
us to Muhafazat al'Asima where we were ex
amined. I hid the traces of torture on my 
body in order to avoid being executed, be
cause anybody who has clear traces of tor
ture on his body or is suffering from perma
nent damage is executed. After the examina
tion was over we had to give an undertaking 
to cooperate with the Iraqi authorities. Then 
I was released." 

Testimony A3 
A 32-year-old office clerk arrestf,i on 3 Au-. 

gust as he returned home after buying food
stuffs from the local cooperative society. He 
was detained for five days at al-Sulaibiyya 
police station in Kuwait City and subjected 
to beatings and electric shocks, and was shot 
in the leg at point blank range. 

"On 3 August, the second day of the inva
sion, I was supposed to take one of my chil
dren to the hospital in al-Farwaniyya for a 
check-up. When I arrived there I was pre
vented from entering. I tried to go to a phar
macy, but the roads were closed. In the 
afternoon I went to the cooperative society 
in our district to get some foodstuffs. On the 
way back to my home I was stopped by Iraqi 
soldiers. They took the milk and other food 
I had bought, blindfolded me and took me to 
al-Sulaibiyya police station. 

When I entered the police station, I was 
taken into a room where about 70 Kuwaitis 
were held. There were young boys among 
them, below the age of 18. I recognized a 
friend of mine among them, and I understood 
that he had been arrested in circumstances 
similar to mine. Each deainee was interro
gated individually. I was told to wait my 
turn. 

There were three officers in the interroga
tion room when I went in. One asked the 
questions, another took notes and the third 
stood by the door, holding a gun. I was asked 
for my nationality card. Then the officer 
asked me, "Are you happy with the situation 
[ie, the situation in Kuwait] in which you 
find yourselves?" I replied : "Yes, we are 
fine". The officer then said, "We are here to 
help you in the uprising". When I replied 
that there had been no uprising, the officer 
standing by the door hit me on the head with 
his rifle. I was immediately taken to another 
room where I was subjected to torture for 
about one hour. They applied electricity to 
my fingers and genitals, and I was beaten 
with sticks. My friend whom I had seen ear
lier was brought into the room. One of the 
officers said "Execute them", but another of
ficer replied, "No, only one of them". So 
they shot my friend there and then, in front 
of me. They shot me in my left leg. I re
ceived no treatment for the wound until my 
release five days later. 

I was returned to a cell measuring 2 x 3 
metres. Several Kuwaiti detainees were 
there, all of whom bore marks of torture. 
They gave us dry bread to eat. Five days 
later I was summoned again. I was told that 
if I tried to leave Kuwait I would be exe
cuted. I was asked to put my fingerprint on 
a piece of paper containing a prepared state
ment and then I was released. When I re
turned to my house I found that the Iraqis 
had stolen most of its contents. Apparently, 
in my absence, they had gone to the house 
and told my wife that I had decided to give 
away our possessions. When my wife ob
jected, one of the Iraqis hit her. They took 
our furniture and even my wife's wedding 
ring. Eight days after my release, my family 
and I left for Saudi Arabia. 

Testimony A4 
A 22-year-old student arrested on 24 August 

following house-to house searches in the al
Rawda district of Kuwait City. He was de
tained for eight days in al-Rawda and al
Farwaniyya police stations, and subjected to 
beatings, kicking, falaga; cigarettes were ex
tinguished on his body and his leg was 
slashed with a knife. 

"I was arrested on 24 August. Iraqi soldiers 
were searching all houses in the area where 
I live (al-Rawda) and arresting a number of 
men. It was a Friday and I was at home. 
They knocked on the door and when I opened 
it they arrested me. I was put in �t�h�~�b�a�c�k� of 
a lorry together with others who had been 
rounded up. We were not allowed to talk to 
each other. We were taken to al-Rawda po
lice station. I was put in a cell measuring 3 
x 5 metres together with eight other detain
ees. We were all blindfolded and our hands 
and feet tied. For a while I also had a rope 
put around my neck, and which was tied to 
the ceiling. We remained in the cell for two 
days, during which we were beaten by 
guards. Groups of four or five guards would 
enter the cell and start hitting us with their 
hands, and sometimes they kicked us with 
their heavy army boots. They threatened us 
with electrical torture. I knew one of the de
tainees in my cell. His name is . . . [name 
withheld by Amnesty International], a Ku
waiti aged about 24. His father was a lieuten-
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ant in the National Guard. He was beaten 
very badly and suffered broken legs as a re
sult. They only gave us bread to eat. 

On Sunday morning I was taken to another 
room. Two Iraqis, both with the rank of cap
tain, interrogated me. One of them asked the 
questions and the other tortured me. I was 
asked to name people who were active in the 
resistance. When I said I did not know any
one in the resistance, they threatened that 
they would arrest my two younger brothers 
(aged 14 and 15). One of them began beating 
the soles of my feet with a cane, and then he 
forced me to walk around the room. He also 
extinguished cigarettes on my upper left arm 
and on the left side of my chest, traces of 
which are still apparent. He also cut my left 
thigh with a knife. 

After that I did not return to the cell. I 
was put in a car (a Toyota Saloon) and driv
en to al-Farwaniyya police station. I was put 
in a room which contained torture equip
ment. It was mainly electrical equipment, 
wires and electrodes like those used to re
charge car batteries but smaller in size. I 
was told to sit down, and I was left alone for 
about one hour. I did not know what was 
happening, but I could hear screams from 
nearby rooms. There was a lot of blood on 
the floor, particularly in the corners of the 
room. After one hour I was taken to the air
port. A Palestinian in the Iraqi army, with 
the rank of lieutenant, came with us. When 
we arrived at the airport an Iraqi officer 
took me to a toilet and said to me, "This is 
where Kuwaitis belong". I was made to stay 
in the toilet for about a quarter of an hour. 
Everything was broken. While waiting I no
ticed some discarded uniforms previously 
worn by Kuwaiti Airways stewardesses. I 
could hear the sounds of people screaming 
even here at the airport. 

I was then taken to an office, where the 
Palestinian lieutenant and the Iraqi officer 
were seated. I was asked again about whom 
I knew in the resistance. I refused to give 
any information. The Iraqi officer then put a 
gun to my head and said while laughing, 
"You are about to die". They then brought a 
video camera, and gave me a piece of paper 
which contained statements against the [Ku
waiti] government. For example, it said that 
the government was corrupt and that the 
Kuwaiti people had been oppressed until 
their liberation by Iraq. They told me to 
memorise the statement in preparation for 
filming. After the filming was over, they 
asked me to cooperate with them as an in
former. I told them I could not do that if 
they used the film because the resistance 
would not trust me. They agreed not to use 
it and allowed me to telephone my family. 
My mother and brother came to the airport 
to collect me. The Iraqi officer and the Pal
estinian lieutenant came with us, and we 
dropped them off at al-Salmiyya police sta
tion. The Palestinian lieutenant told me to 
return to al-Farwaniyya police station that 
evening and bring him babies' milk. When I 
went there with the milk, I was detained for 
another two days. I was kept in an office, not 
a cell, and I was not tortured again. 

After my release, I returned home. The 
Iraqis kept contacting me to make sure that 
I had not fled, and to threaten me that if I 
failed to cooperate with them they would ar
rest my family. They said they would also 
arrest me and take me to Fao. I managed to 
leave Kuwait almost three weeks after my 
release. At the Kuwaiti-Saudi Arabian bor
der I was told to turn back, as no males were 
being allowed to leave. I gave one of the sol
diers 100 Iraqi dinars and some cigaretts and 
he let me �t�~�l�i�.�"� 

Testimony AS 

A 38-year-old man arrested on 5 September 
after another detainee allegedly revealed 
that he was active in the armed resistance. 
He was detained for one week at the Kuwait 
General Staff headquarters in the al
Shuwaikh district of the city and later in 
Basra. He was subjected to beatings, mock 
execution, exposure to hot and cold tempera
tures, electric shocks and suspension from a 
rotating fan. 

"I was arrested on about 5 September. A 
treacherous person in al-Jabiriyya informed 
about me. I was in the armed resistance. On 
the day of my arrest I was armed and travel
ling in one of the cars used by the resistance. 
I was alone. I was stopped at a checkpoint. 
One of the Iraqi soldiers asked me: "Are you 
... [he mentioned my name]?" I realized 
that they knew about me and I drove away 
at top speed. The soldiers began shooting. At 
the next checkpoint there were about 30 sol
diers. I did not stop and they pursued me. 
They fired in the direction of my car, as a re
sult of which one of the tyres was punctured. 
The soldiers caught up with me and dragged 
me out of the car. They tied my hands and 
feet and blindfolded me with a piece of green 
cloth. 

I was taken to the Kuwait General Staff 
headquarters in al-Shuwaikh, where the 
blindfold was removed. I was brought before 
an Iraqi captain. Without asking me any 
questions he started hitting me Karate-style, 
then he said, "Execute him". This was about 
8 o'clock in the evening. I was beaten for 
about a quarter of an hour, and then taken 
into a courtyard where I was a firing squad 
consisting of three soldiers. An officer read 
out the charges against me: he accused me of 
treason against my country and of having 
stolen arms and ammunition. The soliders 
then pointed their rifles at me; I was still 
without a blindfold. One shot was fired, de
liberately missing me. The officer said, 
"Stop, the interrogation is not over". 

They locked me up in a room for about one 
hour. Then I was taken to another room 
which had four air conditioning units. I was 
practically naked, wearing nothing except a 
sirwal [inner clothing]. They turned on the 
air conditioning and left me there for several 
hours, until dawn. Then they took me to an
other room which was very hot. 

After that I was interrogated. They asked 
me questions about the resistance, they 
wanted information about the cells within 
the resistance, the names of activists, etc. 
They also tried to force me to make state
ments against the (Kuwaiti) ruling family. I 
remained silent. At 7:30 am the following 
morning, I was blindfolded and pushed into a 
car. During the drive I was occcasionally 
beaten. When the blindfold was later re
moved, I found myself in Basra in Iraq. I was 
taken to a detention centre where both men 
and women were held. Almost immediately I 
was subjected to lashing with a whip. Then 
two officials brought me some food, which 
consisted of bread and tea, and they gave me 
a cigarette. One of them spoke to me in a 
brusque and harsh manner, the other was po
lite. The official who spoke harshly told me 
that I must confess to being a member of the 
National Guard, to being in the resistance, 
etc. He said that if I confessed, I would be 
given Iraqi nationality and if I didn't confess 
I would be executed within half an hour. 
Then he left the room. The polite officer 
then advised me not to confess. I replied that 
I had nothing to confess to. While this was 
going on I could hear the sounds of women 
screaming under torture. 

After a while three men entered the room. 
One of them carried a bucket of very hot 
water. First they beat me up by using Karate 
blows until I lost consciousness. Then all 
three men lifted me up in the air and 
dropped me on the ground. My head hit the 
ground and my jaw broke as a result. By that 
time I was bleeding profusely and vomiting 
blood. At this point they immersed my head 
in the hot water about six or seven times, all 
the while ordering me to confess. I repeated 
that I would not confess. Then they left me 
unconscious. After several hours another 
group of men entered the room. One of them 
attacked me with a sharp implement, cut
ting my face and arms. Then they beat me 
with hosepipes and electric cables. After that 
they gave me two pills to swallow, which 
they called 'confession tablets'. These pills 
were supposed to calm me down, but they did 
not seem to have any effect on me. 

Then they put me in cell on my own. The 
room measured about 2 x 3 metres and had a 
small window. The following day they tor
tured me with electricity. First they poured 
water on my body and then applied the elec
tricity. Then they placed electrodes on my 
toes and genitals. I was taken for interroga
tion once again. Finally one of them said 
that there was no use in interrogating me 
further and that I was to be prepared for exe
cution. However, they took me to another 
room which had a fan in the ceiling. I was 
turned upside down and my ankles were tied 
to the fan, which was then switched on. I 
spun around two or three times and then I 
was taken down. I was taken back to the cell 
and left alone for two days. 

After that I was put in a car and driven 
back to Kuwait. I was taken to the 
Mudiriyyat al-Arnn (General Intelligence Di
rectorate), close to Nayef Palace, which is 
now a detention centre. I was made to sign 
various papers and was then released. After 
my release I was warned by various people 
that I was under surveillance and that I 
would be rearrested and executed. So I fled 
Kuwait and went to Saudi Arabia." 

Testimony A6 
A man in his 30s arrested twice, in the 

third week of August and later on 20 Septem
ber and accused of being a member of the Ku
waiti armed forces and of having partici
pated in opposition activities. He was held 
for four days in a school and at al-Jahra' po
lice station in Kuwait City, and subjected to 
beatings, kicking, electric shocks and the 
placing of heavy weights on his body. 

"I was first arrested during the third week 
of August, in a residential area. It was in the 
middle of the day, about 12 o'clock. I was 
alone in my car, and I was stopped by sol
diers. They ordered me out of the car and ac
cused me of being in the resistance. They 
took me to a school which had been turned 
into a military barracks. I was taken into a 
large hall, where I saw about 100 Kuwaiti de
tainees. All were men and were hardly wear
ing any clothes. They were surrounded by 
guards. 

The following day I was taken to the police 
station, where I was tortured. Three officers 
interrogated me. They asked for my personal 
details. I was kicked and beaten with a rifle 
butt. They accused me of being in the army 
and in the resistance. The interrogation ses
sion lasted for several hours. Then they took 
me to another room, where they applied elec
tricity to my hands, feet and genitals. I 
fainted as a result of the electric shocks. I 
was then interrogated once again. They 
asked me the same questions. One of them 
punched me in the mouth with his elbow, 
and one of my teeth broke as a result. 



808 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE January 11, 1991 
They took me to a large cell, where I was 

held on my own. The beating continued 
intermittently throughout the day and 
night. I was beaten particularly on my back. 
The soldiers stepped on me with their heavy 
army boots and they placed heavy weights 
on my body. The following morning one of 
the officers came to fetch me. He gave me a 
cigarette and then told me to start walking. 
I thought he was going to shoot me since he 
was carrying a machine gun. He told me to 
go to the bathroom, where I found a friend of 
mine. He had paid a sum of money in ex
change for my release. I left the police sta
tion with him. 

My second arrest was on 20 September. I 
was held for six hours. I was arrested in al
Jahra', again as I was driving a car. They in
terrogated me again, asking the same ques
tions as before. I was beaten and insulted. I 
was released in exchange for a sum of money. 
Two others detained with me were released 
in the same way." 

Testimony A7 
A 23-year-old student arrested around 22 

September after returning to Kuwait to as
sist his family in fleeing the country. He was 
detained in several detention centres in Ku
wait City and later in Basra. He was sub
jected to beatings, whipping, exposure to 
cold air and to the sun for prolonged periods, 
and electric shocks. 

"I was not in Kuwait when the invasion oc
curred, but went there in order to get my 
family out. I was arrested in mid-September, 
in al-Salmeh district. First I was taken to 
'Ali al-Salem [military] base, close to the 
border with Saudi Arabia, where I was left 
on my own for about three hours. No one 
talked to me. Then I was taken to al-Liwa' 
al-Sades [military base on the al-Jahra' 
road]. I was put in a room where the air-con
ditioning was switched on. They left me 
there overnight without a blanket, and I was 
shivering from the cold. I was not given any 
food. The following day I was interrogated. 
They asked me to tell them where the Amer
ican forces were stationed, where the resist
ance in Kuwait was based, etc. I was being 
interrogated on my own, but after it was 
over they took me with two other detainees 
to the Ira.qi Embassy in Kuwait City. We 
were taken in an open car, accompanied by 
two soldiers. At the embassy we were left for 
three hours in the sun, without food or 
water. Then an officer arrived and took us 
back to al-Liwa.' al-Sades. From there we 
were taken to Basra in a lorry loaded with 
goods stolen from Kuwait. These were main
ly refrigerators and office equipment. 

In Basra we were taken to the offices of 
the Iraqi Istikhbarat [Intelligence]. As soon 
as we entered we were blindfolded. The Iraqis 
started whipping and beating the three of us. 
They took us down some stairs into a base
ment. Although I was blindfolded, I managed 
by looking downwards to see scores of de
tainees who were also blindfolded and hand
cuffed. The three of us who arrived together 
were put in a cell measuring 3 x 4 metres, to
gether with a.bout 25 other detainees. These 
detainees, from what I could gather, were all 
Iraqi civ111ans. One of them, aged 18, had 
been tortured with electricity. Another one 
had had his skin pierced with pins. We could 
hear cries and screams all the time. The 
whole basement was stifling-there was no 
ventilation whatsoever. We were constantly 
beaten. The food we were given was foul, and 
the water was warm and salty. We were al
lowed to go to the toilet once a day only. 

I remained in that cell for about one week. 
Then I was summoned for interrogation. I 
was taken upstairs, blindfolded and hand-

cuffed. One person interrogated me, and an
other person whipped me. The questions were 
ma.inly related to the specific locations of 
American forces in Saudi Arabia and the 
centres of resistance in Kuwait. The interro
gation lasted about five minutes. Then I was 
taken to another room, still blindfolded and 
handcuffed. I was subjected to electric 
shocks on my right ear and chest. 

After that I was transferred by bus to an 
ordinary prison. The drive took about 15 
minutes. I was told I had to pay the bus fare, 
which I did with the little money I had on 
me. I was held in a large hall, where there 
were hundreds of detainees. I remained in 
the prison for seven or eight days, and then 
32 of the detainees were summoned for trial. 
I was one of them. We were taken to another 
building which had a sign on the outside say
ing 'Basra Court'. We sat in a waiting room, 
and then each of us was brought before a 
judge individually. I didn't know whether he 
was really a judge, but the sign on the door 
of his office said 'The Judge'. He wore civil
ian clothes. There was also an officer in the 
room, taking notes. I was before the judge 
for three minutes altogether. He asked me 
for my name and why I had returned to Ku
wait. The charge against me was entering 
the country illegally (when I was first ar
rested I was accused of espionage). Then the 
judge asked me to sign a statement, the con
tents of which I was given no opportunity to 
read. He warned me that if I was caught 
again I would be executed. I was taken back 
to the waiting room while the other detain
ees went through the same process. When it 
was over, we were taken back to the prison, 
where they gave us back our identity docu
ments and released us. A few of us took a 
taxi as far as Safwan, and from there entered 
Kuwait." 

Testimony AB 
A 31-year-old man arrested on 14 Septem

ber at his home during a diwaniyya. He was 
detained for three weeks at al-Farwaniyya 
and al-Jahra' police stations as well as a pri
vate home in Kuwait City, and later in 
Basra. He was subjected to beatings, electric 
shocks, mock execution, was forced to watch 
his relatives being tortured and was himself 
tortured in front of them. 

"At 2:30 am 45 soldiers broke into my 
house. As well as my own family, my father 
and brothers and my in-laws were there. We 
were twelve in all: eight Kuwaitis, three In
dians and one Yemeni [names withheld by 
Amnesty International]. The soldiers sepa
rated the men from the women and made the 
men lie on the floor face down with their 
hands above their head. The house was 
searched and a picture of the Amir was 
found, as well as the Kuwaiti flag. We were 
told this was a capital offence. They took 
the men in a bus and confiscated the cars. 
They also took our jewelery, watches and 
money. 

They took us to al-Farwaniyya police sta
tion and put us into two cells. At 9 pm the 
next evening the interrogation began. We 
were blindfolded and handcuffed behind the 
back before interrogation. We were accused 
of being in the resistance. There was usually 
one interrogator and two guards present. The 
interrogator said he was not convinced by 
our answer which was denial of involvement. 
After 15 minutes, the beatings began. They 
tied a wire to my two middle fingers and an 
electric current switched on for 4 to 5 sec
onds. The same questions were again re
peated. My father was then called in. I was 
forced to watch him being kicked and beaten 
by a lieutenant called Hani. Then they called 
in my son. I was beaten in front of him in 

order to get him to confess. This went on 
from 9 o'clock until 1:30 in the morning. 

I was returned to my cell. I was unable to 
lie on my back for two days. Interrogation 
continued twice daily at 11 am and 2:30 am. 
They used a nylon hose to beat us because it 
does not leave any permanent marks. I was 
prodded with an aluminum stick which had 
an electrified end. On the third day they 
threatened to bring in my wife and beat her 
in front of me. My brother-in-law was sub
jected to falaqa. 

In all there were about fifty people in the 
two cells at al-Farwaniyya. We had very lit
tle food, and we were allowed to go to the 
toilet only twice a day. After seven days 
they subjected me to mock execution. The 
interrogator put a gun to my head and pulled 
the trigger. He then put it into my mouth 
and pulled the trigger again. I was then 
forced to sign papers based on my interroga
tion. On Monday at 4 pm we were taken in 
three cars to al-Jahra' police station. We 
were put in one cell-eight of us plus four 
others (the three Indians and the Yemeni 
had been released). We were told not to 
speak to each other. 

Interrogation began at 9 pm. There were no 
beatings, just questions about previous 
statements. Next day I was called in at 11 
am, blindfolded. The blindfolds were re
moved-I could see cane sticks and electric 
wires. I was told to confess, and when I re
fused I was beaten with the sticks. After two 
days the rest of the family was released. 
Next day I signed various papers and was 
taken in a bus with seven others to a house 
in al-Jahra' district. It was about 6 pm. We 
were taken down to the basement. This 
house seemed to be a security centre. The 
guards wore civilian clothes, not military. 
There were about 15 prisoners---four of them 
Palestinians. The guards beat us as they 
passed by. After five hours they moved us 
into cells. There were three cells on the 
ground floor holding 85 prisoners----35 in one 
and 25 in each of the two others. 

Food was rare. We were allowed to go to 
the toilets twice daily. Beatings were contin
uous. Sick people were seen by a doctor who 
came every two or three days to give 
tranquilisers. We were interrogated twice 
daily in a separate room. The guards had 
electrified sticks and used them to wake up 
the prisoners throughout the night, accord
ing to their mood. We were usually interro
gated by seven people, each session lasting 
about half an hour, followed by a one hour 
torture session. They beat us with hoses and 
applied electric shocks with their sticks. 

At the end of the week I was taken with 
eight other detainees [names withheld by 
Amnesty International] in a bus to Basra. 
First we were taken to Sijn al-Arnn al-Siyassi 
(State Security Prison). There were many 
Iraqis held there, mostly members of al
Da 'wa al-Islamiyya. On the first day I was 
held in solitary confinement. They tortured 
me by pulling out a toenail from my right 
foot, extinguishing cigarettes on my hand, 
and applying electricity to my body using 
wires as well as an electric prod. The next 
day I was put in a cell with 14 other detain
ees. One died of a heart attack, he was given 
no medical help. I was interrogated once 
daily. After eight days I was forced to sign 
various papers, the contents of which I had 
not seen, and taken back to al-Jahra' on my 
own. I stayed there for six hours, and then I 
was handed over to my father. I had lost over 
20 kilos in weight." 

[His wife told Amnesty International of 
how soldiers came to their house the day 
after his arrest and beat her up along with 
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their two daughters, in order to force them 
to confess that he was involved in opposition 
activities. They put a gun to the head of one 
of her daughters and threatened to shoot her. 
Then they slapped her and threw her to the 
ground.] 
APPENDIX B: TESTIMONY OF A SURVIVOR OF AN 

A '!TEMPTED EXECUTION 

Testimony B 
A 19-year-old student arrested on 11 Sep

tember after failing to hand over weapons to 
the Iraqi authorities. He was detained for 
two weeks at a private house in al-Jahra' 
and subjected to torture. He survived an at
tempt to execute him by firing squad on 24 
September [the names below have been 
changed to prevent identification]: 

"I was arrested on 11 September. The 
Iraqis first came looking for me at my home 
in the district of al-Rawda, but I was not 
there. I was at a diwaniyya in a nearby 
house. So the soldiers came there and ar
rested me and another person. First they 
took me to al-Kadhima Sports Club, where I 
remained for about two hours. Then they 
took me to a private house in al-Jahra', 
where I was held for two weeks. I was put in 
a room with other detainees. We were 32 al
together in that room, but I estimate that 
there were about 120 detainees in the whole 
house. They were all males of varying ages. 
There were young boys aged 14 or 15, and 
men as old as 80. 

For the first days I remained in that room. 
I was handcuffed and blindfolded the whole 
time, as were all the others. They gave us no 
food. There was even nothing to lean on to 
rest my body. I was not interrogated during 
those three days, but we were all subjected 
to constant beatings and kicking by the 
guards. They used to come into the room and 
threaten us: either you confess, or else we 
have 22 officers here in this house to deal 
with you. Then after three days I was called 
for interrogation. The Iraqis had found weap
ons in my home, which I had had before the 
invasion. They repeatedly asked me why I 
had failed to hand over the weapons to them. 
During the interrogation I was blindfolded 
and beaten repeatedly. Then I was hand
cuffed and suspended by the hands from the 
ceiling. After that they applied electricity to 
various parts of the body, including my 
chest. Apart from questioning me about the 
weapons, they also asked if I knew any for
eigners and where they were hiding. Also, if 
I knew of the whereabouts of any diplomats, 
members of the armed forces and members of 
the al-Sabah family. They asked me about 
specific individuals whom they named. I 
didn't know any of them except for one, who 
was a major in the Kuwaiti army, but I did 
not reveal that to them. 

I was interrogated several times over the 
next four days. It was always the same ques
tions and the same torture. If I said anything 
which contradicted what I had said in an ear
lier interrogation session, the torture would 
become more severe. In the final week of my 
detention, there was no more interrogation, 
but the usual beating of all the detainees 
continued. Then, on the last day [le. 24 Sep
tember] at 2:30 in the morning, a captain 
came and told us that the President had or
dered the release of all the detainees. Some 
of the detainees in the room with me, espe
cially the old men, thanked him. The captain 
said that they were going to release us in 
groups, and called out the names of twelve 
people. I was one of them. 

They blindfolded us and tied our hands be
hind our backs. We were taken onto a bus 
and then driven to another place, where two 
more people boarded. Then they took us to 

Dasman Palace. I knew where we were be
cause one of the other detainees was able to 
see a little from below his blindfold. At 
Dasman Palace we remained on the bus for 
about half an hour. Then an officer came and 
told us we were going to be taken to our 
homes. I was led into a car with two other 
detainees, Samir, a 23-year-old officer who 
lived in the district of al-Faiha', and Mu
hammad, aged 23 or 24, who lived close to me 
in al-Rawda (I don't know his profession). 

We were all still blindfolded and hand
cuffed, but as we approached the district of 
al-Faiha' the soldiers removed Samir's blind
fold so that he could direct them to his 
home. But when we arrived there, they told 
us to all get out of the car. Muhammad and 
I asked why, because we didn't live there. 
They made us get out of the car anyway, 
blindfolded Samir again and made us stand 
at the doorstep of a house. I realized at that 
moment that we were going to be executed. 
I remember it was just after the dawn pray
ers. The first shot was fired and I heard 
Samir fall to the ground. Two bullets grazed 
my head but neither of them penetrated my 
skull. I fell to the ground, and when Muham
mad was shot he fell down on top of me. The 
soldiers then came up to us, took the blind
folds and handcuffs and went away. They 
must have believed we were all dead. 

My head was bleeding profusely. I crawled 
over to Samir and raised his head, trying to 
revive him. I thought he had been pretend
ing, just like me. Then I saw the bullet hole 
in his head, and just at that moment he died. 
I couldn't believe what was happening. I 
went over to Muhammad and found him dead 
too. I managed to drag their bodies over to 
one side, and recited a short prayer for them. 
Then I started walking. I didn't know where 
I was going, but I was afraid that the soldiers 
would come back. I was looking for someone 
to help me, but it was dawn and the streets 
were empty. I started feeling faint, so I went 
up to a house and knocked on the door. No 
one answered, but the door was not locked 
and I went in. As I was looking for a tele
phone an old man and three women came out 
of one of the rooms. The man asked me what 
I wanted, so I told him what had just hap
pened. At first he didn't believe me. I told 
him where the two bodies were, and he went 
to look for himself. When he came back he 
said I could stay with them. 

I stayed for three days. One of the old 
man's daughters was a nurse, and she treated 
me as best she could. Then I called my fam
ily and my father came to collect me. I 
learned that, in my absence, he had been 
looking for me. After paying a sum of money 
to an Iraqi officer at a police station in the 
'Abdallah al-Salem district, he was told that 
I had been executed. My father had then 
gone looking for my body in the hospitals. 
At Mubarak Hospital he found my name on 
a list of executed people. So my family natu
rally thought I was dead, and they were re
ceiving mourners at our home. They couldn't 
believe I was still alive. I found them at 
home crying. 

Of course I couldn't stay with them at 
home, in case the Iraqis found out that I was 
still alive and came after me again. So I 
went into hiding until, some three weeks 
later, I was able to leave Kuwait .... " 
APPENDIX C: EXTRACTS FROM MEDICAL REPORTS 

The information below relates to Photo
graphs 1 to 9 in Appendix D. It consists of ex
tracts from a) a medical report from a Brit
ish doctor with experience in the examina
tion of victims of torture and, b) the written 
medical opinion of a prominent British fo
rensic pathologist. 

Photographs 1, 2 and 3 
These are photographs of the bodies of 

three unidentified persons. The bodies were 
found in the streets of Kuwait City and 
brought to the headquarters of the Red Cres
cent in the period late August/early Septem
ber. Amnesty International interviewed the 
doctor who took these photographs. He stat
ed that the victims had been tortured (beat
en and burned) prior to their execution. 
There was no autopsy examination. The fol
lowing is the medical opinion of the British 
forensic pathologist: 

Photograph 1 
There is clearly a lot of blood soaking the 

body which has most likely arisen from ei
ther a wound to the head, neck or chest. A 
striking feature of the photograph is the 
dark staining of the hands which may rep
resent oil (or a similar substance) or alter
natively burns. 

Photograph 3 
This is a view of the top of the head to

gether with the forehead. There is an obvious 
gaping wound which extends from the left 
side of the forehead, just in front of the hair
line, backwards towards the top of the head. 
The scalp is torn open in the front half of the 
wound and beneath it can be seen white 
skull. The back half of the wound shows loss 
of scalp and skull and there is brain tissue 
hanging out. Over the forehead at the front 
end of the wound it has an arc shape and 
from this the main wound which is linear 
passes backwards. I interpret this as most 
likely a tangential gunshot wound which has 
barely penetrated the skull. The arc shape at 
the front of the wound is likely to be the 
entry and, running backwards from this, the 
bullet has merely penetrated the scalp; then 
in the most posterior part of the wound it 
has also penetrated the skull and torn the 
brain. It is not possible to say what the 
range of fire was other than that it was ei
ther a contact wound or fired from a range of 
greater than lm. There are clearly some 
marks to the face but it is impossible to say 
whether these are injuries or dried blood 
stains. 

Photographs 4 to 7 
These show the traces of torture still ap

parent on the bodies of three Kuwaiti men 
[identities withheld] who fled to Saudi Ara
bia in late September. No medical report has 
been provided. The following is the medical 
opinion of the British forensic pathologist: 

Photograph 4 
The man in this photograph shows promi

nent bruising to the right side of the fore
head and the right eye which might either 
represent a fall or a blow. The most signifi
cant injuries from the point of view of inter
pretation are those to the right upper arm 
and adjacent right chest. These comprise at 
least three and possibly four loop shaped in
juries made up of two parallel lines (similar 
to curving railway lines in appearance). This 
is a forensic classic and is produced by blows 
from a rope or electrical flex or similar ob
ject which has been doubled up to form a 
loop. There is no doubt therefore that this 
man has been assaulted. It is significant that 
the three or four blows are very localised to 
the outside of the right shoulder since this 
implies that he was not moving in an at
tempt to escape the blows at the time they 
were struck. This might imply that he was 
unconscious or semi-conscious as a result of 
his head injury or alternatively that he was 
in some way physically restrained or that he 
was psychologically restrained by fear. The 
injuries appear fresh and are likely to be 
only a few days old. 
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Photograph 5 

This appears to be the back of the same 
man as in photograph 4. There are irregular 
purple bruises over the left shoulderblade 
area. These are blunt force injuries produced 
either as a result of a fall or one or more 
blows. 

Photograph 6 
This man has extensive healing injuries to 

the face particularly involving the right side 
of the forehead and right cheek together 
with the right upper eyelid and the bridge of 
the nose. There appear to be some minor 
scabs over the left cheek. There are surgical 
sutures in the wounds and this together with 
the general appearance suggests that the in
juries are less than two weeks old at the 
time of photography. Healing injuries are 
difficult to interpret but the appearances 
suggest a series of lacerations ie tears to the 
skin produced as a result of blunt force. In 
practice this means that of either a fall or 
blow. The pattern of injuries would be con
sistent with either a very heavy fall onto the 
nose and right side of the face or alter
natively a series of blows with a blunt ob
ject, for example a baton or a riflebutt. 

Photograph 7 
This elderly man shows some small irregu

lar scabbed injuries to the inside of is right 
elbow. One of these appears to have promi
nent puckering of the skin around the mar
gin which is common in the healing of skin 
injuries where there has been a loss of sur
face tissue. The original injuries are likely 
to have been abrasions or lacerations, ie. 
scrapes or tears of the skin produced by 
blunt force trauma, ie. either through a fall 
or a blow. This would be an unusual location 
for an injury produced in a fall although the 
possibility cannot be discounted. 

Photograph 8 
This shows traces of torture on the arms of 

a 22-year-old Kuwaiti student whose testi
mony appears in Appendix A4 of this docu
ment. The victim was examined by a British 
doctor on 9 November, and the following are 
extracts from his medical report: 

On Examination 
There are nine lcm circular scars, recently 

healed, arranged in a cluster on the outer as
pect of the left upper arm. There is a single 
similar one on the adjacent area of the left 
chest. 

There are two tiny, recently healed scars 
on the outer aspect of the left arm and a sin
gle one on the right arm. 

There is a recent 2cm transverse linear 
scar on the front of the left thigh and a simi
lar lcm scar close by. 

Comments 
He states that the nine circular scars on 

the left arm and the single one on the chest 
were caused deliberately by cigarettes. 

He attributes the tiny recent scars on both 
arms to scratches inflicted during interroga
tion, the scabs of which have only recently 
finally separated. 

He states that the recent linear scars on 
the left thigh were inflicted deliberately 
with a razor blade. 

Opinion 
The circular scars on the left arm and 

chest are characteristic of cigarette burns. 
Their appearance is of injuries which have 
healed only a few weeks ago. Their distribu
tion in a symmetrical cluster-pattern could 
only have been deliberate. I have no hesi
tation in asserting that they were inflicted 
deliberately by cigarettes within the past 
three months. 

The tiny scars on both arms are compat
ible with scratch-marks which have recently 
healed. Their appearance fits his story. 

The two linear scars on the left thigh are 
clearly recent and would fit in with his 
statement that they were caused by a razor 
blade. 

Photograph 9 
This shows the facial view of a 28-year-old 

Kuwaiti man [identity withheld], the victim 
of an attempted extrajudicial killing inter
viewed by Amnesty International. According 
to his testimony, Iraqi soldiers shot him on 
24 August as he had just finished distributing 
food from the local cooperative society to 
peoples' homes. He stated that soldiers start
ed firing at him as soon as they saw him, and 
he ran away. One of the bullets penetrated 
his neck. exiting at the mouth. He suffered 
serious damage to the jaw and was fortunate 
to survive. He was admitted to Mubarak Hos
pital for preliminary treatment. and subse
quently underwent surgery at a hospital in 
Saudi Arabia. The following are extracts 
from the written medical opinion of the Brit
ish forensic pathologist. based on three pho
tographs provided by Amnesty International: 

" There is a circular scar on the back of the 
neck on the left side consistent with the de
scription given as a bullet wound inflicted 
one and a half months previously. It is im
possible to say with certainty that it is a 
bullet wound but if it is then it is likely an 
entry wound. A wound in this site would not 
necessarily strike the spinal column and, de
pending upon direction of the wound track, 
not necessarily be lethal. . . The obvious le
sion is to the left lower face where there is 
a healing injury with loss of the left half of 
the lower lip and a large scarred area involv
ing the left side of the chin. A part of this 
scarred area shows the absence of a beard. 
There is also a scar passing in an arc shape 
from the lateral margin of the left nostril 
around the left cheek to the point of the chin 
on the left side ... [This] apparently shows 
small dots along its margin which likely rep
resent surgical suture marks suggesting that 
whatever the underlying condition this man 
has had surgical treatment. It is not possible 
to state conclusively that this damage to the 
iower face was the result of trauma rather 
than natural disease. However taken to
gether [with the other photographs exam
ined, the injuries shown in this photograph] 
would be consistent with a gunshot entry to 
the back of the neck on the left side with an 
exit through the left side of the face and re
sultant disruption of the face probably in
cluding the jaw, which was then repaired 
surgically.'• 

The organization subsequently received his 
medical records, which confirmed the nature 
of his injuries. 

APPENDIX D: PHOTOGRAPHS OF VICTIMS OF 
TORTURE AND EXTRAJUDICIAL EXECUTION 

[Photographs not reproducible in the 
RECORD.) 

APPENDIX E: 

STATEMENT BY THE IRAQI EMBASSY 

Once more, Amnesty International has re
sorted to its unenviable lip-service in mat
ters related to Iraq. Perhaps, what is most 
regrettable on this ocassion is that the end 
product of its service concerns a country 
where the entire population is now the vic
tim of illegal armed embargo on all neces
sities for their livelihood, including food and 
medicine with the intention of starving its 
people and exposing their children to dis
eases. But our past experience with the Am
nesty shows that no humane motives to-

wards Iraq could have galvanized Amnesty 
into action. 

However. we find it regrettable that under 
the present circumstances in the concerned 
area any outsider would have the audacity to 
give credibility to today's so called report by 
Amnesty International. 

Yet, on our part, we renew our advice to 
the Amnesty on the need to approach an offi
cial Iraqi representation and examine their 
so called "testimonies" as one-sided stories 
would only further expose the intentions of 
those involved in this lip-service by the Am
nesty. The opportunity to witness the situa
tion on the ground remains open for the Am
nesty. Absence of representative officers of 
the Amnesty and lack of evidence to its re
ports on Iraq renders its recent report an 
embarrasment to the practice of reporting, 
and Amnesty itself is in no better position in 
this regard. 

LONDON, October 3, 1990. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROBB). The Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Chair. Mr. 
President, going back in time to the 
reference that many of us have to the 
Vietnam experience, clearly that situa
tion was different, and we know that, 
in many important ways. But by the 
same token, there are a number of dis
turbing and relevant parallels between 
that situation and this one. I think it 
is very important to reflect on our his
tory, that history, and other history, 
before we move ahead at this time. 

There are a lot of levels upon which 
we can analyze this problem, and I 
want to just touch on some of those 
this morning. One of them relates to 
other events that are going on in the 
world. 

I was profoundly struck and troubled 
by the news this morning that Soviet 
forces have moved into Lithuania, and 
there you have an invasion. in effect, 
against an authentic democracy. Ku
wait is not a democracy; it is a monar
chy, which is a very different thing. So 
there are a lot of problems around the 
world that would invite our attention. 

I must just say in passing that I am 
very troubled about invasions any 
time, very troubled about the one that 
we are seeing occurring right now in 
Lithuania and, I suspect, possibly in 
the other Baltic States. I hope the So
viet officials will understand that if 
they take advantage of our distraction 
in the Persian Gulf to crack down on 
captive nations that in fact have de
mocracies in place, they are going to 
pay a price here. They are certainly 
going to pay a price with respect to the 
views and the actions of this Senator 
and, I expect, many others. 

But it is relevant to think about that 
in the context of the stakes that we 
face in the Persian Gulf, because the 
question that we are dealing with right 
now is whether the United States de
cides to start a war. Our war. It will be 
our war. We just heard the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee say 
that if this thing moves into an offen
sive mode, 90 percent, his best esti
mate, or perhaps more of the combat 
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forces are going to be American forces. 
People from some place else may agree 
with what we are doing, but it will be 
our war. That is the choice on one side. 

The choice on the other side is 
whether we continue to use every other 
form of pressure that we have, the eco
nomic sanctions, diplomatic pressure, 
everything else that we can bring to 
bear to try to resolve this situation in 
a way satisfactory to us and to the 
views that we hold. 

Now, if a war starts, there are going 
to be an awful lot of people who die. We 
should not have any illusions about 
that. This is not going to be a clean, 
quick, surgical war. That is not the na
ture of the region, not the nature of 
the history, not the nature of the pas
sions that are involved. This is a situa
tion, I think, where we will find that, if 
a war ensues on that scale, initiated by 
us, principally conducted by us, we are 
going to find ourselves with a subse
quent chain of events that no one can 
foresee but that I think are enor
mously complex and dangerous and 
costly to our country. 

War is about, as I just said, people 
dying, and there are going to be a lot of 
Americans who will die in this war. A 
good number already have just in acci
dents and other circumstances. Most of 
the forces that we have over there on 
that frontline situation right now are 
very young. They are not much older 
than these pages sitting down here in 
the well of the Senate, a few years 
older, but they have not lived very 
long. If the bullets start flying, there 
are going to be a lot of them who are 
not going to live much longer. That is 
just the sheer, miserable fact of war. 
War is about fire and steel and people 
dying. 

I am convinced in my own mind that 
if the sons and daughters of all of us, of 
the President, of the Vice President, 
the Cabinet, were all over there in the 
Persian Gulf right now right up on the 
front line and were going to be part of 
that first assault line that would go 
into Kuwait, I think we would be tak
ing more time. I think we would be 
working harder on the sanctions pol
icy. I think we would be trying to 
squeeze Saddam Hussein in every other 
way that we could, short of a shooting 
war. 

But that is not the nature of it. I 
must say I am troubled about that. It 
is even different than when we had the 
Vietnam war because when we had the 
Vietnam war, we had the draft in place, 
which was not a perfect device. We col
lected people in this country in a far 
more equitable way when there was a 
requirement, or so it seemed-I ques
tion whether it was right or not, but 
that aside-to go out and put Ameri
cans at risk and ask them to fight and 
die for their country. We lost over 
55,000. We lost over 55,000. And I can 
tell you this, I did not know Lyndon 
Johnson well, but I knew him well 

enough to be able, I think, to make 
this statement. I think if he had known 
at the outset that that war-or John 
Kennedy before him-was going to take 
55,000 American lives and over 200,000 
American wounded, he would have said, 
no, we are not going ahead with it; it is 
not worth it. 

It was not worth it. It was not worth 
it. And any of us who served during 
that time who did talk to the parents 
who lost sons principally and some 
daughters in that war and tried to 
make sense out of it and explain it to 
them, whether out in Arlington Ceme
tery or military hosptials, which all of 
us who served at that time did, and to 
try to find words to explain why their 
son either had to die or be incapaci
tated in some way, it was very difficult 
to find the words. 

It is not going to be any easier in this 
situation. I have to tell you I care 
a.pout people, and people that I do not 
know. But I do not care much about 
the emir of Kuwait. I've never met 
him. I do not care if I ever do meet 
him. I do not care much about monar
chies. Whether he runs the show in Ku
wait or not I do not think is really very 
important to this country. I do not 
mean by that that I want Saddam Hus
sein to run it. But the issues at stake 
over there are very unclear and very 
fuzzy, not about democracy, I will tell 
you that, because there is no democ
racy there. There was not before, there 
is not now, and there will not be, in my 
view, in the future. So that is not why 
we are asking a combat force, 90 per
cent plus of whom are Americans, to be 
ready to start to fight and die. 

So I have very serious reservations 
about that. We have changed the draft, 
as I say, so now we have a volunteer 
army, it is called, and in that volun
teer army we have a very high propor
tion of people in our society who reir 
resent minority groups in our country, 
partly because it was a professional oir 
portunity, a job opportunity, a chance 
to get ahead. 

So we do not have, in a sense, an even 
distribution throughout our country of 
who it is that is up there on the front 
edge of this thing. and who are going to 
be the ones that are asked to pay the 
price. 

I will make a prediction right now, 
and I hope I am wrong. If the shooting 
starts I think there are going to be 
many, many, many thousands of 
deaths, combatants on both sides, and 
a lot of other innocent people who get 
caught in the crossfire. Those people 
were all over Vietnam, too, by the way. 
I am talking about civilians who get 
caught in the crossfire, children, old 
people, and they pay a price that is 
every bit as severe as people who are in 
combat responsibilities. 

I have been hearing from the people 
of Michigan about this because they 
care very deeply about it. I only want 

to make two references to it and I will 
move on. 

This week, from Michigan, I received 
roughly 800 phone calls and letters. In 
December I had a total of about 3,000. 
The messages that I am getting, obvi
ously this is not a perfect sample, 
these are self-initiated, are running 9 
to 1 against going to war at this time. 

But what happens if we have a war, 
beyond just the mayhem that will 
occur that any war brings? I received a 
letter from a professor at Michigan 
State University. I want to read it into 
the RECORD because I think it is di
rectly relevant to what the stakes are 
here. It is written to me by a professor 
named Alan Fisher, director and pro
fessor of Middle East history at Michi
gan State University. This is what he 
says. He sent this in on his own. 

In this difficult time of debate over what 
to do in the Middle East, please consider the 
following questions as you grapple with the 
options available (continued reliance on 
sanctions or war): What will the Middle East 
look like after a war? 

He then goes on to write as follows: 
Besides the inevitable enormous loss of 

life, mostly non-combatants, and mostly 
Arabs to begin with: 

1. Will there be a Kuwait left to return to 
sovereignty? 

2. Will Iraq be a more stable place with 
Hussein removed by military means? 

3. Will the Iraqi civilians who survive our 
bombing be likely "good citizens" in the 
New World Order? 

4. Will Israel be further along the road to 
a secure future? Will not many Israelis also 
be dead, wounded, and will not Israel be even 
more of an economic dependency of the 
United States? 

5. Will Israel be more likely to be able to 
move in the direction of peace with the Arab 
world? 

6. Will Turkey's democracy survive? Is it 
not more likely that Turkey's largely Is
lamic population will be less Western-ori
ented? I foresee the establishment in Turkey 
of another Islamic Republic as one of the re
sults of such a war. 

7. Will Jordan possibly survive at all as a 
country? Think of the likely millions of ref
ugees to pour out of Iraq/Kuwait to Jordan, 
Syria, Arabia as the result of heavy bombing 
and combat. 

8. Can the Saudi family possibly survive 
such a catastrophe as a war on their borders 
(particularly the war that most seem to be 
forcasting)? What will this mean for the 
economy of the world, let alone Michigan? 

These questions and others need ask
ing, and he is exactly right. There has 
not been much debate yet about the 
question of where this all leads. Where 
does this all lead? 

If we have the mayhem that will 
come from a shooting war of the kind 
that one can anticipate here, what are 
the down-the-line consequences, if not 
instability probably spreading off in all 
directions? 

But I want to ask this question: if 
this is so important to the world, to 
the rest of the world, the rest of the 
world that is on our side, then where 
are they? Where are they? Why are not 
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they there? Why are not they there 
with us? 

I will tell you why they are not 
there: the rest of the world, what we 
call our allies, are not willing to fight 
this war. They are not willing to fight 
it. They are willing to say that it is OK 
for us to fight it. But they are not will
ing to fight it. 

I saw a woman in my hometown of 
Flint, MI, a few months ago. She said 
to me, and I was powerfully struck by 
this, that she has three sons in the Ma
rine Corps and they are all over there 
right now in that situation in forward 
positions. 

It just knocked the wind out of me 
because I think of a family being called 
upon to maybe send one child, or at the 
most two. This woman looked me in 
the face and explained to me that she 
has three sons there. 

In my mind, I was thinking to my
self, as our forces and her three sons 
are out in these forward positions in 
these sand dunes out there in Saudi 
Arabia, why are not there some Japa
nese combat forces over on the next 
sand dune? Why are not there some 
German forces over on another sand 
dune, and some French forces over on 
another sand dune? 

They are not there, as we were just 
told by the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee. And you will not 
see them there. 

As long as we are willing to carry 
this load for the rest of the world, wise
ly or unwisely, whether we can afford 
it or not, whether it is fair or not, the 
rest of the world will stand aside as 
they are doing. 

Yes, we have a few allies there. Quite 
frankly, just as we did in Vietnam, in 
effect we are paying some of them to be 
there with us. I am glad the Egyptians 
are there with us. They are there to de
fend Saudi Arabia. They are not pre
pared to be part of assault wave into 
Kuwait. Of course, we just forgave 8 
billion dollars' worth of bills that they 
owe us. I suspect that has something to 
do with why they are there in a defen
sive capacity, and the same applies to 
U.N. votes. 

We have looked the other way at 
some of the outrages that have gone on 
in China with respect to the brutality 
and repression there. 

Now there is some brutality that is 
going on in the Baltic States with the 
Soviet Government. We got their votes 
and their support, at least adequately 
enough in the United Nations, and how 
did we get that support to let us go in 
and fight this war for everybody else, 
by looking the other way and soft-ped
dling some of the things that they are 
doing and in fact helping them directly 
and in other ways. 

So I think it is fair to say that we 
bought a little support there as well. I 
am convinced, as I stand here, if the 
issue put to the United Nations today 
was this: Look, we would like you to 

put together a 500,000-person inter
national, multinational force that over 
the next 90 days would replace the 
American force, and we would be part 
of it, we would do our fair share, and 
get all of the rest of the U.N. nations 
involved, let us have an honest-to
goodness U.N. force in there, and then 
if we are going to have an offensive ac
tion, let us let that be who carries it 
out. If that were put on the floor of the 
U.N. today for a vote, how many votes 
do you think that would get? How 
many votes do you think that would 
get? That is why it has not been done 
that way, because there are not the 
votes for that, because the rest of the 
world is not willing to fight this fight, 
unless it is being done with young peo
ple from this country. And that is 
wrong. 

It is just plain wrong. There is no jus
tification for it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY, 
East Lansing, MI, January 10, 1991. 

Senator DONALD RIEGLE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR RIEGLE: In this difficult 
time of debate over what to do in the Middle 
East, please consider the following questions 
as you grapple with the options available 
(continued reliance on sanctions or war): 
What will the Middle East look like after a 
war? 

Besides the inevitable enormous loss of 
life, mostly non-combatants, and mostly 
Arabs to begin with: 

1. Will there be a Kuwait left to return to 
sovereignty? 

2. Will Iraq be a more stable place with 
Hussein removed by military means? 

3. Will the Iraqi civilians who survive our 
bombing be likely "good citizens" in the 
New World Order? 

4. Will Israel be further along the road to 
a secure future? Will not many Israelis also 
be dead, wounded, and will not Israel be even 
more of an economic dependency of the Unit
ed States? 

5. Will Israel be more likely to be able to 
move in the direction of peace with the Arab 
world? 

6. Will Turkey's democracy survive? Is it 
not more likely that Turkey's largely Is
lamic population will be less Western-ori
ented? I foresee the establishment in Turkey 
of another Islamic Republic as one of the re
sults of such a war. 

7. Will Jordan possibly survive at all as a 
country? Think of the likely millions of ref
ugees to pour out of Iraq/Kuwait to Jordan, 
Syria, Arabia as the result of heavy bombing 
and combat. 

8. Can the Saudi family possibly survive 
such a catastrophe as a war on their borders 
(particularly the war that most seem to be 
forecasting)? What will this mean for the 
economy of the world? 

9. Will Mubarek be able to remain in au
thority in Egypt? ls it not more likely that 
he will be replaced there with a variant of an 
Islamic Repub11c too? 

10. Is it not likely that there will be civil
ian casualties of a terrorist campaign as a 
part of this war? 

Is it not a better alternative to take the 
"high ground" and call upon the inter
national community (in the hopes of avoid
ing civilian and non-combatant casualties, 
and in the hopes of preserving the stability 
of the rest of the Middle East) to tighten the 
sanctions, to isolate Iraq from the world 
community, to send home their diplomats 
and close world airports to their planes, to 
seize all Iraqi assets outside of Iraq, and to 
make it thus more likely that there would 
be, in time, an internal (Iraqi) solution to 
Hussein? But such a strategy might take a 
year. 

Is this too much of a sacrifice to make in 
order to avoid the collapse of the Middle 
Eastern political order, and to avoid the tens 
of thousands of deaths which the military 
option now would produce? 

I have heard no one in the public side of 
the debate ask these questions, and they 
need asking! 

Sincerely, 
ALAN FISHER, 

Director, and Professor 
of Middle East History. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. RIEGLE. When I am finished, I 

will be happy to yield. I want to make 
a few more points. I am nearly fin
ished, and then I would be happy to 
yield. 

I have essentially concentrated here 
on the human side of this thing and the 
equity side of it. But I want to talk for 
a minute about the economic side of it. 

I serve as chairman of the Senate 
Banking Committee, and we have 
banks collapsing in this country. And 
it is a little hard for that news to make 
it to the front page, because all of the 
front page news is on the Persian Gulf, 
as it properly should be. 

But my point is that we have other 
serious problems facing us, enormous 
problems, on the economic side. We are 
going to have a Federal budget deficit 
this year of probably $400 billion, after 
last year's so-called budget deal. It is 
absolutely extraordinary, and we can
not afford it. A significant chunk of it 
is going to be the added cost of the rest 
of the world allowing us to go in and 
conduct an American war into Kuwait 
and into Iraq. The deficit is a huge 
problem. That is a ticking time bomb. 

If you want to talk about the United 
States losing its power internationally, 
the way we are going to lose it is by 
squandering our economic future. We 
can talk about projecting military 
power as long as we want, but there 
will come a time if we cannot sustain 
it with our economic strength, we are 
not going to be able to assert military 
power, whether we should or should 
not, whether we want to or not, in the 
future. 

In addition to that deficit, we have a 
recession under way. Unemployment is 
rising; the unemployment lines are get
ting longer, and we are depleting the 
unemployment compensation fund. We 
have many American people and fami
lies in economic trouble. 
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I will tell you this-mark it down

we have tremendous accumulated 
stresses and strains and dangerous con
ditions in our financial structure. You 
are seeing it in the banking system 
right now. But it radiates out beyond 
that. 

These are problems building up over 
a long period of time, and they are very 
difficult to solve. When a nation goes 
off to war and conducts it essentially 
by itself, in terms of the cost and lives 
and dollars, it is even in a weaker posi
tion to be able to deal with its fun
damental economic problems here at 
home. We are way overdue in that re
spect. It is time to start investing in 
America and in our people. 

Here we are over in Saudi Arabia. I 
asked how much the Saudis have given 
to this war effort so far. The figure is 
about $6 billion. It is a laugh. In fact, 
I think the Saudi royal family ought to 
be up on the front line. I do not say 
that disrespectfully. But I will tell you 
this, they have a lot more at stake in 
this than any family in America. 

I am not prepared, as I stand here, to 
put one young American in front of 
any member of the royal family of 
those countries that are under imme
diate threat. I should think they would 
want to be up on the front line ahead of 
us. 

That is not the way it works. No, let 
us just go get some kids, hither and 
yon from this country and, yes, as the 
Senator from Virginia said a while ago, 
who in their youth and in their enthu
siasm and so forth, and send them over 
there. It is one thing before the war 
starts, but it will be a very different 
thing after it starts. 

It is regrettable what happened up in 
this gallery earlier today. I condemn 
that kind of outburst in here. But it is 
a sign of things to come if this war 
starts, and we all know it, at least any
body that has a memory. 

I know this President, as we all do, 
and I care deeply about him, person
ally, and in the duties and responsibil
ities that he carries. I want this Presi
dent to succeed in everything he does, 
not just on this matter. It is not a deci
sion that any one person in this coun
try under our system or under common 
sense ought to take by himself. If we 
are going to war-and as I say again, it 
is going to be an American war if it 
starts-than we better have a real con
sensus in this country. I do not mean a 
52-to-48 vote or 51-to-49 vote or 55-to-45 
vote, because what that vote will say 
to whoever might be President is: 
Look, we are not convinced, we are not 
convinced that the stakes require this, 
or that this is the action to take at 
this time. I speak only as one Senator. 
But that is my view. 

So my prayers, and the prayers of ev
erybody here, will be with everybody 
who carries the weight of deciding and 
carrying this out, our military people 
in the field, first and foremost, and the 

President, as he weighs the judgments 
he is called upon to make. America 
needs a good decision here, and so does 
the world as a whole. I think the deci
sion is to try every last thing that we 
can find, as long as we can try it, be
fore we throw the switch and initiate 
an American war, the consequences of 
which no one can foresee. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HARKIN]. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, let me 
make a comment on something that 
the Senator from Michigan brought up. 

There is a misconception that this is 
a U.N. resolution. The Senator from 
Michigan did us a great service by 
pointing out that the resolution giving 
the green light to use force against 
Iraq after January 15 was a Security 
Council resolution voted on by 12 na
tions, only 2 of whom beside the United 
States have sent military or economic 
assistance to the effort in Saudi Ara
bia. 

Again, I want to read into the 
RECORD a list of those countries that 
voted to allow our young men and 
women to shed their blood in Saudi 
Arabia: Canada, Colombia, Ethiopia, 
Finland, the Ivory Coast, Malaysia, Ro
mania, Zaire and Britain, France, 
U.S.S.R., and the U.S.A. 

Again, France and Britain have 
troops over there. I might point out 
China did not vote for the Security 
Council resolution. They simply ab
stained. Because of China's position as 
a permanent member of the Security 
Council, they could have killed the res
olution using their veto power if they 
had voted against it. 

It is interesting to note that the day 
after this vote the Chinese Foreign 
Minister was welcomed to the White 
House here in Washington. 

We have to point out this is not a 
U.N. resolution-159 member nations 
did not vote on it; 12 nations voted on 
it. I just read the list. 

Mr. RIEGLE. If the Senator will 
allow me, I shall add one other final 
thought and then take my seat. Others 
wish to speak. 

I mentioned the mother who spoke 
with me in Flint, Michigan, who has 
three of her sons in forward positions 
as Marines over there at the present 
time. If a Japanese family would send 
one of their sons and a German family 
or French family would send one of 
their sons, then two of her sons could 
come home and only one would remain. 
That to me is the test that we ought to 
be applying in this area of this discus
sion. 

I thank the Senator, and I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I think we need to re

member just how we got into this mess 
so that we can avoid repeating our past 

mistakes and sort of do a review of 
events that have unfolded so far. 

Again, I am not going to go into 
every detail, although I think we have 
enough material to back up the things 
that I am about to say with cites of 
dates, events, comments, many of 
which I will be inserting into the 
RECORD. 

The fact is, the United States for a 
long time supported Saddam Hussein. 
He was one of ours. We supported him 
in the Iraq-Iran war. Throughout the 
1980's, the administration, first the 
Reagan administration and then the 
Bush administration, continually 
played down, did not want to rock the 
boat on the human right violations in 
Iraq. Senators took the floor to talk 
about it. Members of the House spoke 
about it. But the administration did 
not want to do anything to rock the 
boat. 

When Saddam Hussein gased his own 
citizens, the Kurds, there was not a 
peep from this administration. When 
Iraq commenced building chemical and 
biological weapons, there was a deaf en
ing silence from this administration 
and from the Reagan administration. 
When they began developing intermedi
ate-range ballistic missiles that could 
reach Israel, again nothing was said by 
the Reagan and Bush administrations. 

When they attempted to develop a 
nuclear weapons capability, there was 
nothing from the Reagan and Bush ad
ministrations. 

I said, Mr. President, on many occa
sions after Iraq invaded Kuwait, we 
have the Israelis to thank for going in 
there and taking out what was begin
ning to be a national nuclear capabil
ity being developed by Iraq. 

Throughout 1990, long before Iraq in
vaded Kuwait, Congress tried to impose 
economic sanctions against Iraq for its 
human rights and weapons violations. 
The administration opposed them all. 
On July 27 of last year, 1990, less than 
1 week before the invasion, the Senate 
voted 83 to 12 to impose sanctions. The 
House approved them, but the adminis
tration opposed them. 

On June 15, Assistant Secretary of 
State for Near Eastern Affairs, John 
Kelly, testified that the administration 
opposed these economic sanctions. 

We keep hearing how Saddam Hus
sein is isolated; he does not get the 
right kind of information. But all 
through the 1980's he had to be think
ing America is on his side in support
ing· him. Even when one of his missiles 
killed 27 of our men on a ship we said 
"Oh, it was a mistake," and took no 
action against Saddam Hussein. 

Then we come up to the fateful meet
ing between April Glaspie, our Ambas
sador to Iraq, and Saddam Hussein just 
a few days before the invasion. Listen 
to what April Glaspie had to say di
rectly to Saddam Hussein before the 
invasion, which was recorded on video
tape. 
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First, she tells Saddam Hussein, in 

reference to the British colonial power 
that drew the Iraq-Kuwait border: 

I think we know that well. As a people we 
have experience with colonialists. 

When later in conversation Saddam 
Hussein said Iraq needed higher oil 
prices, our Ambassador said: 

I know you need funds. We understand 
that. And our opinion is you should have the 
opportunity to rebuild your country. 

Then Ambassador Glaspie went on to 
say this: 

We have no opinion on Arab-Arab conflicts 
like your border disagreement with Kuwait. 
I was in the American Embassy in Kuwait 
during the late 1960's. The instruction we had 
during this period was that we should ex
press no opinion on this issue and that the 
issue is not one associated with Americans. 
James Baker has directed our official 
spokesmen to emphasize this instruction. 

So if we are told that Saddam Hus
sein does not get outside information, 
that he is isolated over there, what is 
he to think after all the 1980's with all 
the support of the United States and 
then our own Ambassador telling him 
we have no opinion on Arab-Arab con
flicts, "specifically your border dispute 
with Kuwait." 

I do not know Saddam Hussein. I 
never met him. I can only take what I 
read and what other people said about 
him. But he must have been thinking 
that this is a green light from the 
United States for him to take action. 

Then Ambassador Glaspie was quoted 
in the New York Times after the inva
sion saying, "We never expected they 
would take all of Kuwait." 

I think it is important for people to 
understand what led us up to this inva
sion. 

I am not saying this somehow ex
cuses the invasion. Absolutely not. I 
supported and still do support Presi
dent Bush's initial actions that he took 
in Saudi Arabia. I said so publicly. The 
only thing that I disagreed with back 
in August was calling up Reserves. I 
did not think that was necessary. But I 
supported sending troops in a defensive 
posture to Saudi Arabia; I supported 
the efforts by President Bush to get 
other countries involved; and I sup
ported his efforts to get all the nations 
of the world together in the economic 
embargo and sanctions. 

This is the kind of new world order 
that we ought to be talking about. 
Rather than responding with brute 
force and military power, we need a 
new world order wherein we respond to 
the Saddam Husseins of the world with 
isolation, economic and diplomatic iso
lation, to the point where their econ
omy crumbles and they cannot operate. 

If we can do that, then we truly will 
have achieved a new world order. But if 
we are simply going to use the votes of 
12 members of the Security Council
and who knows what promises were 
made to them-as a pretext for Amer
ica, again, being the policeman o-f the 

world, going in and conducting offen
sive military actions, we are back to 
where we were before the United Na
tions, and indeed before the League of 
Nations. So I was hopeful that this Se
curity Council Resolution would help 
achieve a new world order. The Presi
dent's global economic blockade was 
unprecedented, replacing unilateral 
military action with collective eco
nomic blockade. When we left here in 
October to go home, we had a unified 
purpose, and a unified position. I sup
ported the President. I supported the 
economic sanctions. I supported the de
fensive structure we had in Saudi Ara
bia. I searched the RECORD, and I can
not find anyone in this body who dis
agreed with that, Democrat or Repub
lican. 

Last fall, I was up for reelection. 
During the campaign, I specifically 
said time and time again that I sup
ported President Bush's actions in the 
Mideast, although I did not think we 
needed to call up the Reserves. But, be 
that as it may, that was a small point. 

Only after the election, much to my 
surprise, the President unilaterally and 
without consulting Congress . changed 
his policy and position in the Mideast 
in two ways. One, he upped the ante by 
going from a defensive position to an 
offensive position. I said at the time I 
thought that was not the right course 
of action to take. He could have con
sulted with Congress or called Congress 
back into session to consider whether 
we agreed with this policy change. But 
he made that decision without consult
ing us. 

Another decision was made unilater
ally by the President without consulta
tion with Congress: to go to the U.N. 
Security Council to get this resolution 
setting the date of January 15. What is 
magic about January 15? Where did 
that date come from? I will tell you 
where it came from: It was plucked out 
of thin air. 

Actually, as my understanding goes, 
the Bush administration wanted Janu
ary 1 to be the deadline. Some of the 
other nations of the Security Council 
wanted later dates. They compromised 
on January 15 as the deadline. 

So the policy and position that was 
supported uniformly among most peo
ple was changed. As I said, I cannot 
think of one Senator who disagreed 
with that policy before the election. 
The President, doubled troop levels 
moved from a defensive posture to an 
offensive posture. And set an arbitrary 
January 15 deadline. And again, I re
peat for emphasis sake, this was not a 
deadline set by the United Nations as a 
whole. It was accepted by 12 nations of 
the Security Council, only two of 
whom have troops in Saudi Arabia. 

I have talked with constituents of 
mine back in Iowa who understand 
this. One of the reasons I pressed so 
hard for this debate and a vote by the 
Senate and the House was I found it in-

congruous at best that the President 
would go to 12 member nations of the 
Security Council, like Zaire and the 
Ivory Coast and Ethiopia and Colom
bia, to ask for their permission to 
allow our young men and women to 
fight and perhaps to die in Saudi Ara
bia; but the President would not come 
to the Congress to ask permission of 
the elected representatives of the 
American people. 

That is why I feel that this debate is 
important, and that we vote before 
January 15. This is a debate that en
compasses all the American people. 
They are watching, they are listening, 
and they want the information. I think 
there is a great deal of confusion out 
there about: How we got into this; 
what our purposes are, and what are 
our options. 

I covered the first about how we got 
into it. Now let me, for a few minutes, 
cover what the reasons are for U.S. in
volvement. 

The first reason enunciated was to 
stop Iraq from invading Saudi Arabia. 
That policy was supported whole
heartedly and uniformly. and we suc
ceeded. We stopped him in his tracks. 

Another reason cited for our involve
ment was oil. I agree with those who 
say in our economy we must have oil 
to function. I am one of those who 
think we ought to have a different en
ergy policy and move forward on an en
ergy policy that would make us more 
energy independent. But the fact is, 
right now we have to have it. 

But we are looking at oil from Iraq 
and Kuwait. All of the oil that we had 
previously gotten from Iraq and Ku
wait could be replaced just by raising 
the average fuel economy of the auto
mobile fleet in America, the CAFE 
standards, by 3 miles per gallon. Think 
about that. We ask thousands and 
thousands of young American boys and 
women to die because Detroit cannot 
raise the average miles per gallon by 3 
miles a gallon? How ridiculous; how ab
solutely ridiculous. In any event, Saudi 
Arabia has increased.its production. 

The next reason we were given was 
Secretary Baker said at one time, what 
it boils down to essentially is jobs. 
What kind of jobs is he talking about? 
If we want jobs, rather than spending 
money on a military machine to be 
squandered in the Saudi desert, we 
should be putting people to work on al
ternative energy projects: Environ
mental restoration, repairing our high
ways and bridges, and infrastructure in 
this country? 

Another reason was to stop naked ag
gression. We have heard that a number 
of times recently. Certainly naked ag
gression should be stopped. But what 
about a few weeks ago when there was 
naked aggression in Chad by Libya? We 
did not rush over there with our troops. 

How about Syria? Syria, now one of 
our allies. Not too long ago Syria went 
inte Lebanon and massacred 700 civil-
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ians. That was naked aggression. We 
did not do anything about it. Now 
Assad is on our side. 

What about Indonesia's bloody excur
sion into East Timor, where they basi
cally wiped out a country and killed a 
lot of people? We did not do anything. 

Or when Saddam Hussein gassed the 
Kurds in his own country? That was 
naked aggression. We did not do any
thing. 

What does this mean, that we want 
to stop naked aggression? Does this 
mean that we are now going to say 
that the United States will, indeed, be
come the policeman of the world and 
that we will respond to every instance 
of naked aggression? Or does it mean 
we are just going to pick and choose 
which ones we want to respond to or 
not? How about the Soviets putting 
down the Lithuanians? Are we going to 
respond to that? I daresay we are not. 
So we are going to pick and choose 
which kinds of naked aggression we op
pose? 

Again, as I stated earlier, a new 
world order, I believe, can respond to 
this type of aggression in a more force
ful way, and one that can actually be 
counted on by those countries that 
would anticipate such aggression, more 
so than the United States just sending 
in troops. 

Libya knows the United States is not 
going to send troops to defend Chad. 
The Soviets know we are not going to 
send troops to protect the Lithuanians. 
Indonesia knew we were not going to 
send troops to protect the poor East 
Timorese. 

But if we establish this new world 
order of economic sanctions and em
bargo on a country like Iraq, then that 
says something to these other coun
tries that may have designs on other 
people's territory: That the United Na
tions indeed can get together to put 
economic sanctions and embargo on 
that country. That would be more of a 
threat than the United States sending 
troops, because they know the United 
States is not going to send troops in 
many of those cases. 

Another reason was to restore the le
gitimate Government of Kuwait. What 
does this mean? Does this mean the na
tional legislature? The emir dissolved 
the legislature in 1986. Only adult 
males whose fathers or grandfathers re
sided in Kuwait before 1920 could vote, 
which amounts to about 8 percent of 
the population. The emir, as I said, dis
solved the national assembly in 1986. 
So it is ruled by a monarchy, a virtual 
dictator, who has untold wealth. 

But all that aside, is Kuwait a friend 
of the United States? How do we mark 
friendship? Kuwait has voted more 
often against the United States in the 
United Nations than the Soviet Union. 
When we went to Grenada to protect 
our people in Grenada, there was a vote 
taken in the United Nations, in 1983, on 
the subject of Grenada. There were 100 

votes against us for committing naked 
aggression in Grenada. Kuwait voted 
against us. Just a year ago in Panama, 
there was a vote, again, on what we did 
in Panama, in the United Nations. Ku
wait voted against us again. So we 
have to really wonder, and the people 
of America ought to know this. Again, 
I do not say this in any way says we 
cannot take action. I am going to get 
to that, obviously, at the end of my re
marks. I am just saying, at what price? 
At what price? How many lives? 

Another reason to stop Iraq's nuclear 
capability. I will respond to my good 
friend, Senator HATCH, who talked 
about me on the floor yesterday. I said 
to him this morning that I was going 
to mention his name in response to, I 
think, a misinterpretation or mis
understanding that he may have of my 
position on this. There is a lot of talk 
about Iraq becoming a nuclear power 
and having a nuclear weapon's capabil
ity. 

Let us look at the facts. Iraq has 12 
kilograms of enriched uranium, which 
they had obtained in order to fuel their 
nuclear reactor, which, of course, was 
taken out by the Israelis. Iraq is also a 
signatory to the nonproliferation trea
ty. When a country signs onto the non
proliferation treaty, they agree to two 
provisions: They will not obtain nu
clear weapons and, second, in ex
change, countries with a nuclear capa
bility can help the treaty signatory to 
establish a domestic nuclear generat
ing capacity. But any country that is a 
signatory has to allow the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency to in
spect and account for the nuclear ma
terials at any time. Last month, the 
International Atomic Energy Agency 
inspected the enriched uranium stock
pile of Iraq and accounted for the 12 
kilograms which they had obtained 10 
years ago. 

So they do have 12 kilograms. What 
can they do with 12 kilograms of en
riched U-235? They can make one very 
crude nuclear device. I said device, not 
bomb. Bomb envisions something that 
can be picked up, carried by a plane, 
and dropped someplace. So they could 
probably make one bomb. How big 
would it be? Again, this is where we get 
in the area of nuclear physics. It would 
be a big bomb, bigger than the one we 
set off near Alamogordo, which they 
had to raise with a crane, probably big
ger than the "little boy" we dropped on 
Hiroshima, which required a B-29 
bomber to carry. 

So let us say they were going to build 
this bomb with the 12 kilograms of ura
nium that they have. What are they 
going to do with it? They send one 
bomber across the border and that 
plane will be shot down so fast. That is 
why we have AWACS over there. They 
cannot get it out of their country. Are 
they going to put it on a truck and 
take it to Jordan? As soon as they did 
that, we would know they diverted 

their 12 kilograms and made a bomb. 
There is no way to deliver it. It is abso
lutely impossible to put it on a missile. 
As I said, they have not done anything 
to divert that 12 kilograms to any kind 
of bombmaking as of last month. 

You say, well, they may develop 
other types of facilities later on. To 
build a nuclear weapons capability, 
Iraq would have to develop much great
er quantities of enriched uranium or 
plutonium, one of the two. You cannot 
make a nuclear bomb out of nothing. 
You have to have the nuclear material. 
To get enriched uranium-let us take 
that first-they would have to build ei
ther a gaseous diffusion plant or gas 
centrifuge plant. A gaseous diffusion 
plant, if anybody has been to Oak 
Ridge, is very large and very costly. 
Ours was built during the Manhattan 
project that cost billions of dollars, a 
lot of time, and a lot of high tech
nology. 

We are going to have a briefing by 
our Intelligence Committee soon, but 
all the information I have from the In
telligence Committee is they have no 
gaseous diffusion plant in Iraq and 
have not started to design or build one. 
They can build a gas centrifuge plant. 
Again, our intelligence shows us they 
have enough hardware to build 26 gas 
centrifuges to separate U-235 from U-
238. But you need 1,000 such centrifuges 
to get the enriched uranium to build 
nuclear weapons. 

Why do I go into elaborate detail? 
Because so many people talk about 
this, but they do not have their facts 
straight. They have 26 while they need 
more than 1,000 gas centrifuges in order 
to separate out U-235 from yellow cake 
which is mostly U-238. 

The only other way they could enrich 
uranium is through laser isotope sepa
ration. This Senator spent 10 years on 
the House Science and Technology 
Committee. We talked a lot about laser 
isotope separation. We have not even 
developed it commercially. We think 
we can, but we have not even started 
the process of building large laser iso
tope separation facilities. It is very 
high technology. So much for uranium. 

The other route to fissile material is 
plutonium. Where do you get pluto
nium? Out of nuclear reactors, either 
military reactors or those that gen
erate commercial electricity. Again, 
thanks to the Israelis, the Iraqis do not 
even have a research reactor and are 
not about to have one for quite a while. 
Even if they did have an operating nu
clear reactor from which they could 
get the plutonium after a while, they 
would need a plutonium reprocessing 
plant to extract the plutonium from 
spent fuel rods. They are not even near 
building anything like that. 

This whole idea of this nuclear capa
bility of Iraq is exaggerated. But I 
think the nail in the coffin on the nu
clear argument as the reason that we 
ought to go into war with Iraq follows 
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from Secretary of State Baker's no-in
vasion pledge. If Iraq withdraws from 
Kuwait by the 15th, we will not invade 
them and we will take no military ac
tion against them. That leaves Hussein 
in power and leaves whatever nuclear 
facilities people may think he has in
tact. 

So it cannot be an issue. It is one 
that is blown out of proportion. There 
is no basis in fact for the fear that they 
either have a nuclear capability, deliv
ery capability, or are about to acquire 
one. As I said, if he leaves, they get to 
keep everything. So it cannot be too 
much of a concern of ours. 

The last reason for our involvement 
is to force Iraq out of Kuwait .. I submit, 
Mr. President, that is the only legiti
mate reason. We cannot condone in the 
post-cold-war era this type of naked 
aggression. I think that those of us 
who are supporting the resolution of
fered by the majority leader, and even 
those who are opposing it, all agree 
that Saddam Hussein's troops have to 
get out of Kuwait. On that there is no 
disagreement and no negotiation. The 
question is how best to accomplish 
Saddam's eviction from Kuwait in the 
long-term best interest of the United 
States and the Mideast and at least 
cost in money and lives. 

That is why we emphasize sanctions. 
They are working, as so many have 
said, including the distinguished Sen
ator from Georgia, the chairman of the 
Armed Services Commi ttee-97 percent 
of Iraq's exports, 90 percent of its im
ports, 45 to 50 percent of its GNP, ac
cording to intelligence estimates. In 
the worst year of the Depression in this 
country our GNP went down by 14 per
cent-1931-32. We know how devastat
ing that was in this country. Think 
what it must be like in Iraq when their 
GNP has gone down 45 percent in 5 
months. So they have been reduced 
more than 5 months than the United 
States suffered during all 4 years of our 
Depression. 

Again on the question of sanctions, 
Admiral Crowe in testimony before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee said 
that the embargo is "biting heavily." 
He said, "It is the most effective peace
time blockade ever levied." And 
quoting Admiral Crowe further, he 
said, "Most experts believe that it will 
work with time. Estimates range in the 
neighborhood of 12 to 18 months. In 
other words, the issue is not whether 
an embargo will work but whether we 
have the patience to let it take effect." 
Again from a former chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Seven out of eight former Secretaries 
of Defense said that the sanctions 
ought to be given time to work. 

I am going to finish also a quote that 
was partially quoted by the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. NUNN]. I want to fin
ish it because there are a couple sen
tences in it that I think ought to be 
added. This is from October 28. General 

Schwarzkopf, our commander in the 
field, head of our forces in the Mideast, 
is quoted as stating with respect to 
sanctions: 

Golly, the sanctions have only been in ef
fect about a couple of months ... And now 
we are starting to see evidence that the 
sanctions are pinching. So why should we 
say, OK, we gave them 2 months (and it) 
didn't work. Let's get on with it and kill a 
whole bunch of people? That's crazy. That's 
crazy. You don't go out there and say, OK, 
let's have a nice war today. God Almighty, 
that war could last a long time, long time, 
and kill an awful lot of people. And so we've 
just got to be patient. 

That is from General Schwarzkopf. I 
wanted to repeat that statement be
cause a couple of sentences were not 
stated by the Senator from Georgia. I 
wanted to add them because I think it 
shows that General Schwarzkopf him
self does not know how long that war 
would last or how many casualties we 
would have. 

In closing, Mr. President, on eight 
occasions prior to the election last fall 
the President said that economic sanc
tions were working and that we should 
have patience. But that position was 
switched after the election. 

In one other quote that I wanted to 
read, and I will put this in the RECORD, 
in testimony before the Armed Serv
ices Committee, Edward Luttwak, a 
military expert said: 

With each passing day, the Iraqi economy 
reverts another step to its organic agricul
tural level, which can supply dates and bar
ley, but not ballistic missiles or, indeed, any 
other armaments beyond small arms. 

Mr. Luttwak also said that military 
action now against Iraq would "do no 
more than to turn the wheel of Persian 
Gulf instability one more time. Hence, 
if Americans were to die in fighting 
Iraq, only the tragic loss inflicted on 
their families would be permanent, 
while any results achieved would be 
ephemeral.'' 

Mr. President, my conclusions are 
these. First of all, as to the constitu
tional position, only Congress can de
clare war. Only Congress. 

I have heard it said that the Presi
dent has made the decision. Now, we 
may not agree with that decision, but 
he has made that decision; we have to 
support it. 

The President of the United States is 
not a king. He is not an emperor. He is 
not a dictator. 

A week ago yesterday we stood on 
this floor of the Senate, we raised our 
right hands, and we swore an oath on a 
Bible. I take that oath seriously. That 
oath was to uphold and defend the Con
stitution of the United States. I did not 
take an oath to uphold and defend a 
President of the United States, not any 
President of the United States. So that 
argument has no effect on this Senator 
whatsoever because my oath of office 
was on the Constitution. If the Presi
dent made a mistake, then I think it 
the responsibility of Congress to say 

that he has made a mistake and not 
just to go along. 

We have been told that there are 210 
previous wars that the President has 
conducted without any kind of ap
proval from Congress. Actually, there 
were 215. Five of those were declared 
wars: the War of 1812, the Mexican War, 
the Spanish-American War, World War 
I, World War Il-by the way, there were 
two declarations for World War I, and 
three for World War Il. 

We started looking at some of those 
other 210 military actions. I will tell 
you they are as phony as a $3 bill. One 
of those 210 that they listed was the 
dispatch of three military transport 
aircraft to the Congo to evacuate citi
zens. That was one war. Another war 
they listed was in 1983 when we sent 
the AW ACS airplane to aid Egypt after 
the Libyans bombed a city in Sudan. 
That was another war. 

In 1976, additional forces were sent to 
Korea when two U.S. servicemen were 
killed cutting down a tree. That is an
other war. And by the way, the Viet
nam war is listed three times-the ac
tual Vietnam war, the April 3, 1975, 
evacuation of Vietnam, and the April 
30, 1975, evacuation of the Saigon Em
bassy. These are part of the 210 "wars" 
that were listed that the President got 
us into without approval of Congress. 

What we are talking about in Saudi 
Arabia is war, real war where people 
will fight and die. 

These previous speakers said we have 
allies there. Yes, we do. And those al
lies are willing to fight to the last 
American to make sure that our posi
tion prevails. But not to the last Egyp
tian, or Saudi, or those people who 
voted in the Security Council, Zaire, 
and Malaysia, and Romania and others. 

(Mr. LIEBERMAN assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. HARKIN. Assad, I tell you Assad 
would like nothing better than to 
knock out Hussein. Then he becomes 
numero uno over there. If he can get it 
done with Americans, fine. This, the 
same Assad who just practiced naked 
aggression against Lebanon. 

Or Iran. You have to believe that 
Iran would like nothing better than for 
us to take out Hussein, to do their 
work for them. 

Sanctions must be given a chance to 
work is my second conclusion. I have 
talked about that enough. 

The third is that the case for mili
tary action at this time has not been 
made. This really gets to the heart of 
the debate. As someone who spent 8 
years in the military, I at one time
and I only did it once-took a flag to a 
family of a friend who was killed in the 
military. 

That has a profound effect on you. It 
is something you never forget. The 
number of people that I went through 
flight training with that are no longer 
with us because they died in Vietnam. 
I was in the military during Vietnam. 
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I had a different responsibility. I had a 
different oath. I supported the Presi
dent. 

When I left the military and later be
came a Member of the House of Rep
resentatives, I began to speak out 
against Vietnam. I swore at that time 
that never again would there be an un
just war. There will be times when the 
United States must use its military 
might-I am not a pacifist. But our 
cause must be just. Our purpose must 
be clear, and our people must be unit
ed. Nothing less will suffice for Amer
ica going to war. 

Quite frankly, if the Congress is di
vided on this issue, it is because the 
President of the United States has not 
made his case to the American people 
that war is necessary at this time. The 
polls all show a split. The recent New 
York Times CBS poll asked the ques
tion, "Should we go to war now or 
should we let sanctions have more time 
to work?" The results were 47 to 46. 
Evenly split. 

I do not want our young men and 
women going into war with a divided 
United States. The President has not 
made his case to the American people. 
The American people are divided on 
this issue. That is reflected here in the 
Senate of the United States because we 
are divided, because we reflect that di
vision among the American people. We 
should not go to war when the people 
of this country are divided and when 
our purpose is not clear. 

Now I hope that we have the votes to 
do two things: To insist that the Presi
dent come to the Congress before he 
takes any offensive action. That, I be
lieve, is crystal clear in the Constitu
tion. He must do that. 

Second, to express the Congress' sup
port for continuing the sanctions. 

There may come a time when force 
must be used. The President must 
make that case to the American peo
ple. He must get them united. Second, 
if we have to use that force, use it on 
a weakened Iraq, a nation that is going 
to be much weaker than it is now when 
they cannot get spare parts, when they 
cannot get tires, when they cannot get 
lubricating oil, and when they cannot 
fly their airplanes. Think of 1 year's 
GNP loss of 50 percent or more, of what 
that would mean to their economy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to put in the RECORD a number of 
items, one of which is this article that 
came in the paper yesterday from 
Philadelphia, to the Washington Post. 
It is entitled "Working Overtime, Pre
paring for the Worst." !'U.S. Compa
nies on Tight Schedules to Fill Penta
gon Order for 16,099 Body Bags." They 
are working round the clock. The Pen
tagon ordered 16,099 body bags. That 
must be based on something. As I un
derstand, they have already shipped 
about 12,000 body bags over there. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Jan. 7, 1991) 

WHITE SLAVES IN THE PERSIAN GULF 

(By Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.) 
President Bush's gamble in the Gulf may 

yet pay off. Let us pray that it does-that 
the combination of international economic 
sanctions, political pressure and military 
build-up will force Saddam Hussein to repent 
and retreat. Let us pray that the tough talk 
from Washington is designed primarily as 
psychological warfare-and that it will work. 

But tough talk creates its own momentum 
and may seize control of policy. If the gam
ble fails, the president will be hard put to 
avoid war. Is this a war Americans really 
want to fight? Sen. Robert Dole (R., Kan.) 
said the other day that Americans are not 
yet committed to this war, and he is surely 
right. And is it a war Americans are wrong 
in not wanting to fight? 

Among our stated objectives are the de
fense of Saudi Arabia, the liberation of Ku
wait and restoration of the royal family, and 
the establishment, in the president's phrase, 
of a "stable and secure Gulf." Presumably 
these generous-hearted goals should win the 
cooperation, respect and gratitude of the 
locals. Indications are, to the contrary, that 
our involvement is increasing Arab contempt 
for the U.S. 

WHITE SLAVES 

In this newspaper a few days ago Geraldine 
Brooks and Tony Horwitz described the re
luctance of the Arabs to fight in their own 
defense. The Gulf states have a population 
almost as large as Iraq's but no serious ar
mies and limited inclination to raise them. 
Why should they? The Journal quotes a sen
ior Gulf official: "You think I want to send 
my teen-aged son to die for Kuwait?" He 
chuckles and adds, "We have our white 
slaves from America to do that." 

At the recent meeting of the Gulf Coopera
tion Council, the Arab states congratulated 
themselves on their verbal condemnation of 
Iraqi aggression but spoke not one word of 
thanks to the American troops who had 
crossed half the world to fight for them. A 
Yemeni diplomat explained this curious 
omission to Judith Miller of the New York 
Times: "A lot of the Gulf rulers simply do 
not feel that they have to thank the people 
they've hired to do their fighting for them." 

James LeMoyne reported in the New York 
Times last October in a dispatch from Saudi 
Arabia, "There is no mass mobilization for 
war in the markets and streets. The scenes 
of cheerful American families saying goodby 
to their sons and daughters are being re
peated in few Saudi homes." Mr. LeMoyne 
continued, "Some Saudis' attitude toward 
the American troops verges on treating them 
as a sort of contracted superpower en
forcer .... " He quoted a Saudi teacher, 
"The American soldiers are a new kind of 
foreign worker here. We have Pakistanis 
driving taxis and now we have Americans de
fending us.'' 

I know that the object of foreign policy is 
not to win gratitude. It is to produce real ef
fects in the real world. It is conceivable that 
we should simply swallow the Arab insults 
and soldier on as their "white slaves" be
cause vital interests of our own are involved. 
But, as Mr. Dole implied, the case that U.S. 
vital interests are at stake has simply not 
been made to the satisfaction of Congress 
and the American people. 

Of course, we have interests in the Gulf. 
But it is essential to distinguish between pe-

ripheral interests and vital interest. Vital 
interests exist when our national security is 
truly at risk. Vital interests are those you 
kill and die for. I write as one who has no 
problem about the use of force to defend our 
vital interests and who had no doubt that 
vital interests were involved in preventing 
the domination of Europe by Hitler and later 
by Stalin. 

In defining our vital interests in the Gulf, 
the administration's trumpet gives an aw
fully uncertain sound. It has offered a rolling 
series of peripheral justifications-oil, jobs, 
regional stability, the menace of a nuclear 
Iraq, the creation of a new world order. 
These pretexts for war grow increasingly 
thin. 

If oil is the issue, nothing will more cer
tainly increase oil prices than war, with 
long-term interruption of supply and wide
spread destruction of oil fields. Every whis
per of peace has brought oil prices down. And 
the idea of spending American lives in order 
to save American jobs is despicable-quite 
unworthy of our intelligent secretary of 
state. 

As of the stabilization of the Middle East, 
this is a goal that has never been attained 
for long in history. Stability is not a likely 
prospect for a region characterized from 
time immemorial by artificial frontiers, 
tribal antagonism, religious fanaticisms and 
desperate inequalities. I doubt that the U.S. 
has the capacity or the desire to replace the 
Ottoman Empire, and our efforts thus far 
have won us not the respect of the Arab rul
ers but their contempt. 

What about nuclear weapons? The preven
tive-war argument is no more valid against 
Iraq than it was when nuts proposed it 
against the Soviet Union during the Cold 
War. In any case, Secretary of State Baker 
has in effect offered a no-invasion pledge if 
Iraq withdraws from Kuwait-a pledge that 
would leave Saddam Hussein in power and 
his nuclear facilities intact. 

As for the new world order, the United Na
tions will be far stronger if it succeeds 
through resolute application of economic 
sanctions than if it only provides a multilat
eral facade for a unilateral U.S. war. Nor 
would we strengthen the U .N. by wreaking 
mass destruction that will appall the world 
and discredit collective security for years to 
come. 

No one likes the loathsome Saddam Hus
sein. Other countries would rejoice in his 
overthrow-and are fully prepared to fight to 
the last American to bring it about. But, 
since the threat he poses to the U.S. is far 
less than the threat to the Gulf states, why 
are we Americans the fall guys, expected to 
do 90% of the fighting and to take 90% of the 
casualties? Only Britain, loyal as usual, has 
made any serious military contribution to 
the impending war-10,000 more troops than 
Egypt. If we go to war, let not the posse fade 
away, as befell the unfortunate marshal in 
High Noon. 

And please, Mr. President, spare us the 
sight of Dan Quayle telling the troops that 
this war won't be another Vietnam. How in 
hell would he know? 

No one ever supposed that an economic 
embargo would bring Iraq to its knees in a 
short five months. Why not give sanctions 
time to work? The Central Intelligence 
Agency already reports shortages in Iraq's 
military spare parts. If we must fight, why 
not fight a weaker rather than a stronger 
Iraq? What is the big rush?" There is a 
phrase of President Eisenhower's that comes 
to mind: "the courage of patience." 

I also recall words of President Kenned¥ 
that seem relevant during these dark days: 
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"Don't push your opponent against a locked 
door." What is so terribly wrong with a nego
tiated settlement? Iraq must absolutely 
withdraw from Kuwait, but the grievances 
that explain, though not excuse, the invasion 
might well be adjudicated. As for the nuclear 
threat, that can be taken care of by a com
bination of arms embargo, international in
spection throughout the Middle East and 
great-power deterrence. Such measures 
would do far more than war to strengthen 
collective security and build a new world 
order. 

One has the abiding fear that the adminis
tration has not thought out the con
sequences of war. Fighting Iraq will not be 
like fighting Grenada, or Panama. The war 
will most likely be bloodly and protracted. 
Victory might well entangle us in Middle 
Eastern chaos for years-all for interests 
that, so far as the U.S. is concerned, are at 
best peripheral. 

IRAQI SIDESHOW 
Worst of all, the Iraqi sideshow is enfee

bling us in areas where vital interests are 
truly at stake. While we concentrate ener
gies and resources in the Middle East, East
ern Europe is in travail and the Soviet Union 
is falling apart. We cannot singlehandedly 
rescue democracy in the ex-communist 
states, but at least we ought to be thinking 
hard about ways we could help on the mar
gin. Europe is fa.r more essential to our na
tional security than the Middle East. 

And we confront urgent problems here at 
home-deepening recession, decaying infra
structure, deteriorating race relations, a 
shaky banking system, crime-ridden cities 
on the edge of bankruptcy, states in finan
cial crisis, increasing public and private 
debt, low productivity, diminishing competi
tiveness in world markets. The crisis of our 
national community demands major atten
tion and resources too. While we fiddle away 
in the Middle East, the American economy 
will continue to decline, and Japan and Ger
many will seize the world's commanding eco
nomic heights. 

War against Iraq will be the most unneces
sary war in American history, and it well 
may cause the gravest damage to the vital 
interests of the republic. 

(Mr. Schlesinger is Albert Schweitzer pro
fessor of the humanities at the City Univer
sity of New York and a winner of Pulitzer 
Prizes in history and biography.) 

[From the Washington Post] 
WORKING OVERTIME, PREPARING FOR THE 

WORST; U.S. COMPANIES ON TIGHT SCHED
ULES TO FILL PENTAGON ORDER FOR 16,099 
BODY BAGS 

(By Mary Jordan) 
PHILADELPHIA.-ln a one-story factory on a 

quiet side street in the blue-collar Port Rich
mond neighborhood here, workers who make 
bedsheets for babies are busy filling a new 
rush order: 16,099 body bags for soldiers who 
may die in Operation Desert Shield. 

"I hope nobody has to use these," said Ed
ward Lustick, an Aldan Rubber Co. em
ployee, as he inspected the olive-color, rub
ber-coated material that will be sewn into 
the government's standard seven-foot, 19-
inch bags that store human remains. 

On Dec. 11, the Department of Defense 
awarded a contract to three body bag mak
ers. They immediately called Aldan, one of 
the few sources in the country for the chlo
roprene-coated fa.bric used for the waterproof 
bags, the contractors said. 

"We can confirm that we have ordered 
human remains pouches," said Lt. Col. Stu-

art Wagner, a. Pentagon spokesman. "But we 
can't say how many or where they are 
going." 

Pentagon sources, however, said the rush 
order for the 16,099 body bags was placed be
cause they may be needed in Operation 
Desert Shield. 

"No, it would not be wrong to say that 
these body bags are going to Desert Shield " 
said one Defense Department official. "We do 
always keep some on hand, but this is not 
regular inventory." 

Three of the companies said they were told 
the bags were for Operation Desert Shield. 
One company official said that when he in
quired about the unusual number, a Defense 
Department supply officer said the order was 
based on a computer model of how many 
deaths might result if a shooting war breaks 
out in the Persian Gulf. 

"I asked why it as such a crazy number. 
Why not 16,000 or 17,000?" said Hugh Blaha 
vice president of C.R. Daniels, an Ellicott 
City, Md., firm assembling 8,200 of the body 
bags in its Tennessee factory. The Depart
ment of Defense official "said that it was 
based on computations that were made and 
that this was the number that they needed," 
Blaha said. 

The Pentagon has refused to estimate pub
licly how many American lives might be lost 
in a war with Iraq. Defense officials will not 
acknowledge any preparations for war cas
ual ties, keeping classified the number of 
body bags, hospital beds and grave registra
tion units in the Persian Gulf region. 

The term "body bag," has even been 
stricken from the official vocabulary at the 
Pentagon, where military spokesmen, when 
pressed, referred to them as "human remains 
pouches." 

Norbert Efros, an owner of Lite Industries 
Inc., of Paterson, N.J., said his company 
could make only 4,000 of the body bags on the 
"very tight delivery schedule" called for in 
the Desert Shield contract. "They made it 
very clear that they needed these right 
away," Efros said. 

Blaha said his Elicott City company, which 
also makes Christian Dior handbags, has set 
aside about 40 sewing machine operators to 
work full time on the body bags. The com
pany expects to get its first shipment of ma
terial from Aldan by Jan. 21. 

The Pentagon body bags, sturdier than 
those used by commercial mortuaries, cost 
about $100 each. 

The stipulations of the contract awarded 
Dec. 11 call for delivery of some bags as soon 
as possible, with all 16,099 delivered by 
March 1, according to the contractors. 

To fill the largest order for the govern
ment-specification body bag material it has 
ever received, Aldan is keeping its two giant 
ovens operating 24 hours a day. The heat 
seals the rubber coating on the green fabric. 

"We're running three shifts around the 
clock. We can't do more than that," said 
Barry Fleischer, Aldan's vice president for 
marketing. "We're working overtime and 
Saturdays." 

Most of Aldan's business is in commercial 
products, including material for Gerber wa
terproof bedsheets for babies. 

"I choose not to think about what it's for 
because it's not very pleasant," Fleischer 
said as he watched hundreds of yards of the 
body bag material roll on steel rods into the 
ovens. 

"I'm seeing quite a bit of this these days" 
said Winston Parker, the factory's head �o�v�~�n� 
operator as he checked the rubber-coated 
material as it was heated to 280 degrees. "I 
hope nothing is going to happen that means 

we have to use these. It's not going to prove 
anything if we go to war." 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 13, 1990) 
TRANSCRIPI' SHOWS MUTED U.S. RESPONSE TO 

TREAT BY SADDAM IN LATE JULY 
(By Jim Hoagland) 

One week before he ordered his troops into 
Kuwait, Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein warned 
the U.S. ambassador in Baghdad that Amer
ica should not oppose his aims in the Middle 
East because "yours is a society that cannot 
accept 10,000 dead in one battle" and is vul
nerable to terrorist attack, according to the 
Iraqi minutes of the July 25 conversation. 

U.S. Ambassador April Glaspie did not re
spond directly to Saddam's menancing com
ments, concentrating instead on praising 
Saddam's "extraordinary efforts to rebuild 
your country." She also gently probed the 
Iraqi leader's intentions in massing troops 
on Kuwait's border, but did not criticize the 
Iraqi troop movements, according to the 
Iraqi transcript. 

The State Department did not challenge 
the authenticity of the transcript yesterday. 
Spokesman Richard Boucher declined to 
comment on specific remarks it contains. He 
said Glaspie was not available for comment. 

Iraq's version of the meeting shows Sad
dam giving Glaspie explicit warnings that he 
would take whatever action he deemed nec
essary to stop Kuwait from continuing an 
"economic war" against Iraq. Her response, 
as recorded by the Iraqis, was to reassure 
Saddam that the United States takes no offi
cial position on Iraq's border dispute with 
Kuwait. 

In response to Saddam's comments about 
Iraq's need for higher oil prices, the ambas
sador said: "I know you need funds. We un
derstand that and our opinion is that you 
should have the opportunity to rebuild your 
country. But we have no opinion on the 
Arab-Arab conflicts, like your border dis
agreement with Kuwait, ... James Baker 
has directed our official spokesman to em
phasize this instruction." 

The disclosure of the transcript to Western 
news media, which originated with Iraqi offi
cials, appears intended to emphasize that 
Saddam had reason to be believe that the 
Bush administration would not offer any se
rious opposition to his move against Kuwait. 

The administration has acknowledged that 
it was caught by surprise by Iraq's Aug. 2 in
vasion of Kuwait. But the tone and content 
of the transcript of the July 25 meeting 
called by Saddam strongly suggest that the 
official American misreading of Saddam's in
tentions and capabilities may have 
emboldened him to commit an act of aggres
sion that has brought the United States to 
the brink of war in the Persian Gulf. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, that is 
what this is about. It is about body 
bags. There may come a time when we 
have to do it. But that time is not here 
and it is not now. The time is here and 
now for a new world order based on 
economic sanctions, isolation, keep our 
allies together, and making Saddam 
Hussein pay a much, much higher price 
with a minimal loss of our lives of our 
own young men and women in Saudi 
Arabia. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Mr. BENTSEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Texas. 
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If the Senator will withhold, I want 

to indicate to the various Members of 
the Senate who are here that I have re
ceived from my predecessor in the 
Chair, the Senator from Virginia, a list 
of Senators who have been in the 
Chamber waiting to be recognized in 
order of their appearance in the Cham
ber. I will proceed according to that 
list, and therefore recognize the Sen
ator from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN]. 

THE GULF CRISIS 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am 
in an unaccustomed role. I have a rep
utation of being somewhat of a hawk 
for the things that I have done in this 
body throughout the years. But this 
time I am supporting the resolution of 
the Senator from Georgia and the ma
jority leader. 

I heard one Member earlier saying 
that now that these young men and 
women are over there in the Middle 
East, in the Persian Gulf, that if they 
do not go ahead into combat, that they 
will be disappointed. 

I do not believe that for a minute. I 
happened to have served this country 
in combat in the air and on the ground. 
I never saw people in combat that were 
not uptight, sweating, and worried. If 
they were not, they were either with
out imagination or they were dumb. I 
do not charge any of these young men 
and women with that. I think they are 
there because they think it is their re
sponsibility discharging what the 
President has ordered, their Com
mander in Chief. 

We are debating an issue that is the 
most important issue that can ever 
face this Senate; that is, whether or 
not we declare war. We spent a great 
deal of time in trying to sort out the 
complexities and seeing that the Con
gress fulfills its constitutional respon
sibility on the declaration of war. 

The first speech that I made on the 
floor of the Senate addressed that di
lemma, trying to do it where you do 
not shackle the President, where he 
can respond quickly and forcefully in 
protecting U.S. interests. 

Amid all of this controversy that we 
have been hearing about, one thing is 
very clear: Iraq began this war on Au
gust 2, when they invaded Kuwait. The 
President, the Congress, and the Amer
ican people, I believe, are united in 
agreement that the Iraqi aggression 
shall not stand. I think we all agree 
that if American troops are committed 
to combat, they must have the full sup
port of the Congress; that there must 
be no question about our total commit
ment to success. 

So I would agree that there is a broad 
consensus on the objectives but a lack 
of consensus on how we achieve those 
objectives. Hopefully, this debate that 
we have been experiencing yesterday, 
today, and tomorrow will help to clar
ify that. 

I know there are some that say there 
is not that much interest in it. There 

are not that many members on the 
floor. I must tell you there is intense 
interest. I am sure there is not a tele
vision console that is not turned on in 
any office in the U.S. Senate or the 
House of Representatives. 

This debate that we have today is 
more than just about principles and 
policies and prerogatives. It is about 
American men and women and their 
lives, the faces you see every morning 
on television wishing their families 
well. 

I do not think anyone in this cham
ber or the generals themselves can 
have an accurate, sure knowledge of 
what costs there will be to this war. 

I heard the Senator from Michigan 
saying that he did not know Lyndon 
Johnson well but he was sure if Lyndon 
had known there was going to be 55,000 
lives lost in Vietnam, that he would 
have been following the suggestion of 
the Senator from Vermont, Senator 
Aiken, to declare victory and go home; 
that he would not have wanted to see 
this country experience that kind of di
visive fight. 

I do know that in that desert in 1973, 
in just a 20-day war between Israel and 
the Arab nations, 21,000 people lost 
their lives in 20 days-and 37,000 were 
casual ties. The weapons are much more 
lethal today where you see biological 
warfare, chemical warfare, and you see 
a ruthless dictator who will not hesi
tate to use them. 

I believe the cost of even a short, suc
cessful war will be very high. Wars gen
erally fought do not follow with preci
sion any plan of action that a general 
sets forth at the beginning. 

It is interesting to talk about an un
stable area that has been that way for 
thousands of years, the Middle East; to 
talk about how we have to continue 
balance; that we have to really punish 
Saddam Hussein but not destroy the 
power of Iraq; that we have to look 
over here at General Assad, and what 
he has done in Syria and who also 
wants to be the new Nasser of the Mid
dle East; that we have to be concerned 
about the Iranians becoming a pre
dominance of power. I do not quite 
know how you measure all those 
things. I am trying to keep a balance 
in the process. 

The other day Ross Perot made a 
telling point. He said we should com
mit our Nation before we commit our 
troops. The President is asking Con
gress to commit our troops. He is ask
ing us to sign off on the use of force to 
liberate Kuwait. 

The question has been asked whether 
the congressional grant of authority 
can fall short of what the Security 
Council has said in blessing the use of 
force after January 15. My answer to 
that is that Congress can certainly set 
different standards regarding authority 
to go to war. 

The support of the U .N. Security 
Council is welcome, and it is impor-

tant, but its members have not sworn 
to uphold the Constitution of the Unit
ed States. They were not elected to 
represent the will of the American peo
ple. That is our job. That is what we 
hired out to. 

Mr. President, I fully recognize that 
it may only be possible to eliminate 
the consequences of Iraqi aggression by 
liberating Kuwait by Armed Forces. 
And certainly the meeting this week 
between Secretary Baker and Foreign 
Minister Aziz gave us little reason to 
be optimistic about a negotiated set
tlement or unilateral Iraqi withdrawal. 

Let me make that quite clear. I do 
not rule out the use of military action 
to · force the Iraqi military from Ku
wait. But I strongly believe there is 
less risk overall in giving those sanc
tions more time to work. It is not clear 
to me that the people of the United 
States are committed to the option of 
invasion and all it entails. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. BENTSEN. If I may continue, I 
ask the Senator to wait until the end 
of my statement, please. 

Some are saying that this debate di
vides us. But the truth is that the 
American people are already divided on 
the wisdom of war in the gulf. 

We cannot wish away those divisions 
or swallow them in a great gulp of pa
triotism. But I think we can try to 
minimize their consequences abroad by 
limiting this debate in time and reach
ing an early conclusion. 

Only the President, I believe, by ra
tional persuasion from his position of 
leadership, can bring about a consen
sus. 

I think we need to keep the invasion 
option on the table, right out front, 
where the Iraqis can see it. I believe it 
is premature to authorize the Presi
dent with our forces to march on Ku
wait. I prefer the leadership alternative 
by which the Congress gives the Presi
dent clear authority to fight in defense 
of our interests, guarantees expedited 
procedures on the use of force to liber
ate Kuwait, if the President specifi
cally requests it, and provides for the 
option of holding our fire while we see 
if those sanctions will work. 

If someone thought they were going 
to work in 4 or 5 months, we should 
have never taken that route. That is 
not a realistic timetable. 

I think this resolution by the major
ity leader and the Senator from Geor
gia is the best course of action under 
the circumstances. I believe it pre
serves the constitutional role of the 
Congress and the President, and guar
antees the President a prompt vote if 
he should seek an authorization for of
fensive operations. 

President Eisenhower knew the hor
ror of war. Yet he talked about "the 
courage of patience." Two of our high
est ranking military officers, recent 
Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
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are Admiral Crowe and General Jones. 
Admiral Crowe said that the embargo 
is biting heavily. He said it is the most 
effective peacetime blockade that has 
ever been imposed. Even granting that 
it is not working as fast as many would 
prefer, he noted that most experts be
lieve that it will work with time. And 
the estimates range all the way from 12 
to 18 months. 

Admiral Crowe concluded, "It would 
be a sad commentary if Hussein, a two
bit tyrant presiding over 17 million 
people and possessing a GNP of $40 bil
lion, would have more patience than 
the world's most affluent and powerful 
nation.'' 

General Jones called for "patient re
solve" and expressed concern that the 
most recent reinforcements might 
cause us to fight prematurely and per
haps unnecessarily. 

What we are looking at here is a 
country that is about the geographical 
size of California, has the population of 
Texas, and has the income of Louisi
ana, a country that has never been as 
isolated as this one is, surrounded by 
those economic sanctions. 

CIA Director Webster gave unclassi
fied testimony about the potential ef
fects of the sanctions on Iraq's war ma
chine. He said, "Under noncombat con
ditions, Iraqi ground and air forces can 
probably maintain their near-current 
levels of readiness for as long as 9 
months." He said, "Iraqi technicians 
would be able to maintain current lev
els of aircraft sorties for 3 to 6 
months." 

What that means is, as these sanc
tions continue-and we heard state
ments about their GNP being cut by 50 
percent already, 70 percent at the end 
of 12 months. What kind of a fighting 
force do you think you have when you 
only have 30 percent of your GNP left? 
What do you think has been happening 
to the resupply of parts, to the eff ec
ti veness of the vehicles that they have 
to use? These estimates mean that you 
have very serious problems for Iraq in
sofar as their economy, and have that 
by summer. 

I also recognize it is a genuine ques
tion whether our international coali
tion can hold together for that long. 
But there are enormous uncertainties 
over the scope of that war-and the 
consequences of a full-scale war-and 
what might encourage the further de
stabilization of that area. 

Mr. President, I know it can be frus
trating for our Government and for 
some of our troops in the field to hold 
back and wait for sanctions to take 
their toll. But that time will not be 
wasted. A year of sanctions will force 
them to cannibalize their parts, create 
a shortage in those parts, dry up sup
plies of processed fuel and foreign ex
change. When you finally cut back that 
much, well over 90 percent on those 
things they can sell, they will not }lave 

the foreign exchange to buy those 
things they need to wage war. 

I still cannot see any compelling rea
son to rush into war, with all it means 
in terms of life, loss of life, economic 
dislocation, and dangers to our inter
ests throughout the region. 

But there is another point I would 
like to make while we are debating 
questions of principles as related to the 
gulf. I am proud that America has the 
will and the capability to respond to 
grave threats to the international 
order, and it is good to have friends 
like the English, the French, the Egyp
tians, and the Saudis prepared to stand 
with us. 

But there are other nations with vast 
economic interests in the region and in 
this crisis that are doing far less, when 
they could do much more. Major world 
powers like Germany and Japan, two of 
the largest economic powers of the 
world, have demonstrated that they 
can be aggressive, resolute, and make 
tough decisions when it comes to es
tablishing market share in other coun
tries, and economic sanctions on trade. 
But when it comes to taking risks and 
devoting the resources necessary to 
protect the system that enables them 
to continue to progress and prosper, 
many of our friends dial 911 and expect 
the United States to be on the other 
end of the line. We need friends who 
will do more than just hold our coats. 

The fact that the expenses of Desert 
Shield are apart from the budget does 
not mean that we do not have to pay 
them. I can recall that we stayed out 
there for months, 4 and 5 months, de
bating the budget, making painful de
cisions, raising taxes, cutting back on 
essential programs, to save $41 billion. 
Now we will be expending it in the Mid
dle East, in the gulf, and if we go to 
war, the estimates are we will be 
spending an additional $1 billion to $2 
billion a day. That is with all of our 
deficit problems, with the recession in 
our country, with unemployment going 
up. 

We got into an arms race with the 
Russians. Fortunately, they went 
broke first. But we cannot afford to 
mortgage ourselves further unless we 
get adequate help from those who have 
the capability to pay. -

There are many nations that have an 
undeniably major stake in effective re
sponse to Iraqi aggression there that 
are not helping enough on that score. 
But if that aggression is overcome by 
force of arms, there is no doubt in my 
mind that the United States will pay a 
disproportionate share in lives and 
costs. 

I feel very strongly that the Presi
dent must have a fail-safe, expedited 
process to get a vote on the invasion of 
Kuwait. But I also feel it would be well 
to give those sanctions more time to 
work. I think there is less risk in that 
than going to war at this time. 

We all want to bring this crisis to a 
conclusion. It has been stated we can
not keep 430,000 combat troops in the 
Middle East. There are some of us who 
remember some extended tours. This is 
one fellow that did not see his first 
born until he was a year-and-a-half old. 

At some point, maybe military ac
tion will be the only option left open. 
But I do not think that is the case 
today. We are approaching a moment 
of truth in the gulf, with enormous un
certainties and difficult choices. There 
is no easy answer, but there are impor
tant principles involved, and thousands 
of lives. Congress has a responsibility, 
Congress has a right, to share in the 
fateful decisions of war. We have a 
right and a responsibility to debate the 
options. 

We must commit the Nation before 
we commit the troops, and by fulfilling 
our role as representatives of the peo
ple, I would hope that we could develop 
policies and priorities that commit the 
Nation both now and in those fateful 
weeks ahead. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Col
orado [Mr. WIRTH]. 

U.S. POLICY IN THE PERSIAN GULF 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, we begin 
the 102d Congress with the most criti
cal vote any of us will be called upon to 
make: Whether or not to commit our 
Nation to war. After months of debate, 
hearings and consultations with the 
administration, we are now in the Sen
ate fulfilling our constitutional respon
sibility of the war power by voting on 
the pending and related resolutions. 
There can be no doubt that the Amer
ican Constitution grants the power to 
declare war only to the Congress. If ar
ticle I, section 8 has any meaning, any 
clear applicability, it is in this precise 
circumstance. 

This debate is not about American 
goals in the gulf crisis. On this, we all 
agree: Iraq's unprovoked aggression 
against Kuwait must be reversed; sta
bility in the region restored; and a 
hopeful "new world order" strength
ened. The debate is not about the ends, 
but about the means to achieve those 
ends. And here, there is significant dif
ference of opinion on whether we 
should send American troops into Ku
wait after January �l�~�r� whether we 
should tighten the economic 
strangehold on Iraq, while holding out 
the use of force as a last resort. 

I cannot now support a resolution 
which gives the President the author
ity to initiate combat against Iraqi 
forces. Such a course of action at this 
time-although fully justified by Iraq's 
aggression last August-is neither nec
essary nor prudent. For this reason, I 
have cosponsored the resolution offered 
by the majority leader, the distin
guished chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee and others which urges 
continued appttcation o! economic and 
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diplomatic pressure, while not ruling 
out the use of force at a later date. 

Mr. President, as we contemplate 
sending over 400,000 young Americans 
into battle against Iraq, it might be in
structive for us in understanding this 
decision to review how precisely we 
have arrived at this historic juncture. 

U.S. POLICY IN THE 1980'S 

There can be no doubt that the re
sponsibility for Iraq's brutal invasion 
of Kuwait lies squarely with Saddam 
Hussein's ruling regime in Baghdad. 
Secretary Baker spoke in Geneva of 
Saddam's miscalculations, and he cer
tainly has made many in the 1980's, if 
not before, beginning with his attack 
against Iran. But we too have made 
some miscalculations in that troubled 
corner of the world. 

Sadly, the United States Government 
has contributed to the current crisis 
through the mixed signals of support 
we sent Saddam throughout his war 
with Iran. The Reagan administration 
sold helicopters to Baghdad and took 
Iraq off the terrorist list in 1982; the 
following year we granted export credit 
guarantees for agricultural purchases-
purchases which totalled $5 billion in 
the ensuing 6 years. It has been re
ported that we shared intelligence data 
with Saddam. 

Only in the past year, we have apolo
gized to Saddam for offending him with 
a Voice of America broadcast critical 
of Iraqi human rights abuses. Weeks 
before the invasion of Kuwait, the Bush 
administration vetoed congressionally 
mandated economic sanctions against 
Iraq. And in the week before the inva
sion itself, our Ambassador gave Sad
dam no reason to believe that the Unit
ed States would intervene in Iraq-Ku
wai ti issues. 

This is not to excuse Saddam, but to 
serve as a reminder that Saddam was 
given no firm, clear delineation of U.S. 
determination to reverse any act of ag
gression or manipulation of his neigh
bors. He clearly must have that mes
sage now. 

A second area in which we have 
failed, and failed miserably, is in seek
ing greater energy independence. Un
questionably, the lack of a national en
ergy policy for the past decade has 
much to do with the President's deci
sion to deploy our troops in the Saudi 
sand. After all, when the legitimate 
government of Liberia was under as
sault last fall, we did not send a quar
ter million troops. When the Chinese 
invaded Tibet, we did not send in 
troops. There is no question but that 
we are in the gulf in large part because 
of oil, and our concern about oil relates 
directly to our increasing dependence 
on imported energy. 

It would be a mistake not to point 
out that it was the Reagan-Bush team 
that dismantled this Nation's commit
ment to energy independence through 
alternative energy and energy con
servation programs. In the area of 

R&D, for example, expenditures have 
been cut by more than two-thirds in 
the last decade. Fuel economy stand
ards for automobiles have been rolled 
back, and just last year the President 
backtracked on his own goal of putting 
1 million alternative-fueled vehicles on 
the road by the year 2000. 

We receive, Mr. President, disturbing 
reports about the White House's reac
tion to the comprehensive suggestions 
made by Secretary Watkins and the 
Department of Energy, saying we 
should not have aggressive conserva
tion measures, we should not take the 
steps that I think most Americans 
know have to be taken. Simply put, 
cheap supplies of energy, not secure, 
reliable, domestic sources of energy, 
were the objectives of energy policy in 
the 1980's. This administration and the 
previous one strived for cheap supplies 
of energy, not energy independence. 
But, like the budget deficit generated 
by the feel-good economics of the 
1980's, we are now paying the bill and 
the price in even greater than anyone 
could have imagined. 

In the 16 years I have been in the 
Congress, Mr. President, I have worked 
in the House and here on a national 
comprehensive energy policy, and 
never has the need been more apparent 
and never has the opportunity for 
succees been greater than it is today. If 
there is a silk purse to be made out of 
this whole situation, Mr. President, 
maybe it is that we can expect Presi
dent Bush-to make a statement of his 
long-term energy goals as he makes his 
State of the Union Address to Con
gress; and that he in that commits 
himself and this country to a national 
energy policy. 

Maybe there is some light at the end 
of the tunnel of this otherwise very, 
very unfortunate situation in which we 
find ourselves. We must hope that our 
national energy policy will reflect the 
same vigor and commitment of the 
President that he has exercised in 
drawing a line in the sand in Saudi 
Arabia. Let us hope that same commit
ment comes for all of us here at home 
that he is making for more than 400,000 
American troops overseas. 

Mr. President, I applauded President 
Bush's initial reaction of Saddam's ag
gression. Following Iraq's brutal ag
gression toward Kuwait, the United 
States last August embarked upon a 
proper three-pronged approach to ag
gression in the gulf: To stop Iraqi ag
gression and defend Saudi Arabia; to 
impose economic sanctions against 
Iraq; and to weave a broad inter
national coalition to isolate Iraq. That 
policy and 






































































































































































































